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Abstract 
Dan Peterson 
Very l ittle research has been conducted in South 
Dakota on the subj ect of prej ud ice and di scriminat ion . This 
research not only attempts to address th is l ack o f  research, 
but it a l so attempts to assess the funct ions that pre j udi ­
c ial attitudes may serve as wel l  as t o  prov ide further 
ins ight into the exp lanatory power of divergent theoret ical 
perspect ives ( psychol ogical and sociological ) .  
I n  order to f i l l  this gap in regional research , a 
quest ionnaire was administered to a sample o f  col l ege 
freshman attend ing one of the state co l l eges in S outh 
Dakota . Results of  the survey indicated that those sampled 
were neither unprej udiced nor highly prej ud iced , but instead 
the sampl e reve a l ed a "moderate " degree of prej udice . I t  
was a l so d iscove red that th is prej udice is  di stributed 
fa irly evenly acros s the state and that the reveal ed prej u­
dice stems primari ly from l earned and s ituat i onal factors 
rather than from external i z ation ( authoritarianism ) . I n  
addition , thi s  research supported the contention that there 
is  a bas ic cons i stency between att itudes and behavior , 
albeit an imperfect one . It also supported the research 
that reports that the prej ud ice-di scrimination rel ationship 
is a f fected by int imacy of  contact but did not support the 
research report ing that conformity proneness was an impor­
tant influence on attitudes or discrimination . 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
An impress ive amount of scholarly research has been 
done ,on the sub j ects of prej udice and discrimination . The 
vast maj ority o f  th is  research in the United States has 
focused on Bl acks and Jews and very l ittle on the American 
Indian . 
The genera l pub l ic had very l ittl e knowl edge o f  the 
s ituat ion on Indian reservat ions or the rel at i onship that 
existed between the I ndians and Whites unt i l  the early 
1 9 7 0 ' s  when American I ndian activists began to engage in a 
number o f  protests . What emerged out of  those protests were 
images of white rac i sm and b igotry , separat ist movements and 
a general cl imate of host i l ity in those areas where protests 
occurred .  
Aga inst thi s  background , it is surpris ing that so 
l ittle  research has been done regarding prej ud ice in  rela­
tion to American I nd ians , and st i l l  more surpri s ing that in 
states l ike S outh Dakota that have experienced soc i a l  con­
fl ict and charges o f  extreme rac ism , very l ittl e  attempt has 
been made to examine prej ud ice and di scriminat ion . The only 
known research deal ing with prej udice in South Dakota is a 
pub l i c  opinion pol l  conducted by mai l  by researchers from 
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the Univers ity o f  South Dakota . This  19 8 3  e f fort was · an 
attempt to gauge the status of I ndians in S outh Dakota . Of 
the 6 0 0  surveys ma i l ed , 2 0 0  were returned . From th i s , the 
researchers concluded that the maj ority of peop l e  in South 
Dakota are pre j udiced ( S ioux Fa l l s  Argus Leader , November 
2 5 , 19 8 3 ) . However , nothing has been done to determ ine i f  
there are socio-geograph ic d i f ferences i n  norms o r  what the 
important variables are that may contribute to an under­
standing of  thi s  prej ud ice . Thus , this study i s  an attempt 
to address th i s  l ack o f  research and to provide s ome an­
swers . In order to provide some needed answers to s ome 
pract ical as wel l as theoretical questions , thi s  researcher 
conducted a survey of 1 0 1  students enrol led at one of the 
state co l l eges in S outh Dakota . This sample responded to a 
questionna ire that wa s des igned to measure the degree o f  
prej udice , authoritarian i sm , conformity proneness , social 
di stance and behav ior tendenc ies . This  questionna ire a l s o  
probed for the rel ationship of  prej udice to selected 
sociocultural variables . 
There are both practical and theoret ical con s idera­
tions in th is research proj ect . On the one hand , there i s  
reason to bel ieve that this  research wi l l  contribute to our 
understand ing o f  prej ud ice and discriminat ion in a theoreti­
cal way . On the other hand , a concern has a l so emerged at 
al l l evel s of  education in South Dakota for improving cross­
cultural understandings o f  students . It is  obv ious to this  
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researcher that educators cannot address this  concern · 
effectively unless they have access to informat ion on 
patterns o f  prej udice , its sources , and its rol e  in  discrim­
inat ion in this  area . 
Exam inat ion o f  the l iterature has l ed thi s  re­
searcher to conclude that prej udice as an att itude held by 
individual s  has not been adequately cons idered in terms of 
the societal context in which an individual ex ists . As 
indicated , attention has been almost exclus ivel y  focused on 
anti-b lack att i tudes of white Americans . Thus general i z a­
tions to other groups within the U . S .  must be made with 
caut ion . The question then arises , has the rel at ively 
i solated area in  which S outh Dakota is s ituated with its 
unique history produced unique patterns of  prej ud ice? I f  
so , what functi ons do these prej udicial attitudes s e rve? In 
addit ion to cons idering s ituated prej udice and the possible 
funct ions these attitudes may serve , th is study also pro­
vides addit iona l insight into how divergent theoret ical 
perspect ives ( psychol ogical and sociological ) may converge 
to help exp l a in the dual phenomenon of prej udice and dis­
crimination . There fore , the obj ect ives of this  study are to 
determine : ( 1 ) the degree of  prej udice in a samp l e  o f  S outh 
Dakota respondents ; ( 2 )  where , in a socio-geographic sense , 
prej udice is  concentrated ; ( 3 ) how much of  the exhib ited 
prej udice can be exp l a ined by personal ity factors and how 
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much by soc iocu l tura l factors ; and , ( 4 ) what are the behav­
ioral impl ica t i ons o f  the observed prej udice . The rema in ing 
chapters o f  thi s  research will  include a review o f  the 
rel evant l it erature , a di scuss ion of the theoret ical per­
spectives emp loyed , a presentat ion o f  the methodol ogy 
employed , an analysi s  of the data gathered , and lastly , 
conclusions and impl ications drawn from the research . 
Introduction 
CHAPTER I I  
REVIEW O F  LITERATURE 
There has been an enormous amount o f  research done 
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on prej udice and d i scrimination . Th is review is  concerned 
primarily with the studies that pertain to the theoret ical 
perspectives that are rel evant to th is study . Spec i f ical ly , 
thi s  l iterature review focuses on the l iterature that dea l s  
with prej udice , di scrimination , and the l ink between these . 
I n  reviewing the research on prej udice , attention i s  first 
given to a review of the theoretical l iterature on prej udice 
and then particular attention is g iven to the research l it­
erature that examines prej udice from the perspective o f  the 
authoritarian p ersonal ity and from a socioculture perspect­
ive . In  cons idering the l ink between prej udice and discrim­
inat ion , particular attent ion is given to work rel ated to 
Merton ' s  model rel ating these . Th is chapter ends with 
several conclus i ons that can be drawn from that research 
l iterature . 
Prejudice :  A Review of  the Theoretical Literature . 
Review o f  the l iterature on prej udice suggests that 
it has been d i f f icult for social scient ists to formul ate and 
agree upon an abstract de finit ion of prej udice as a scien­
t i fic concept . However , there is one po int about whi ch 
there i s  no d i sagreement and that i s  that prej udi ce i s  an 
att itude ( Ashmore , 1 9 7 0 : 2 5 2 ) . This.point o f  agreement 
provides a foundation upon which a d iscussion o f  prej ud ice 
may be begun and from wh ich a review of  the l iterature may 
proceed . 
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Prej udi ce , l ike a l l  attitudes ,  has an essent ial  
feature and that is  that it has the characteristic o f  a 
preparation for or a readiness for response ( Al l po rt , 1 9 3 5 : 
8 0 5 ) . Krech and Cruchfield also ·contributed to our under­
stand ing of prej udice as an att itude by defin ing an att itude 
as " ·  . .  an enduring organ i z at ion of motivation , emot ional , 
perceptual , and cognitive processes with respect t o  some 
aspect of the i ndividual ' s  world" ( Krech and Cruch field , 
1 9 4 8 : 1 5 2 ) . Later , social sc ient ists employing a function­
al i st perspect ive del ineated the functions that att itudes 
serve for the individua l . They are : ( 1 )  obj ect appra isal 
( knowledge ) ,  ( 2 )  social adj ustment ( instrumenta l ) , and ( 3 )  
externa l i z at ion ( ego de fense )  ( Kat z , 19 6 0 ; and Smith , 
Bruner , and Wh ite , 19 6 9 ) . 
The obj ect appra isal or knowl edge functi on re fers to 
the rol e  that att itudes p l ay in organ iz ing and understanding 
real ity as de fined by one ' s  culture . This function i s  based 
upon the indiv idual ' s  need to give structure to h i s  uni ­
verse . It i s  thi s  need for standards or frames o f  re ference 
for understandi ng one ' s  world that underl ies thi s  att itude 
funct ion . The social adj ustment or instrumenta l  function 
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o f  an attitude serves to a id the individua l by contributing 
to one ' s  ident i f icat ion or d i f ferent iation from re ference 
groups . Kat z notes that this function is a recognit ion of 
the fact that peop l e  strive to maxim i z e  the rewards in the ir 
externa l environment and to minim i z e  the pena lt i e s . Att i­
tudes acquired in the service of  this functi6n are the means 
for reaching a des i red goal or for avo iding an undes irable  
one . Lastly , an att itude may serve to protect o r  de fend 
one ' s  ego . Thi s  externa l i z ation or ego defense funct ion 
protects the individual from having to recogn i z e  uncomp l i­
mentary characteri st ics in himsel f .  It is  through this  
function that individuals protect the ir ego from thei r  own 
unacceptabl e  impul ses and from the knowledge o f  threaten ing 
forces from without . Katz  notes that the methods u s ed to 
reduce the anxiety created by these problems include devices 
by which the ind ividual avo ids facing e ither the inner 
rea l ity of  the kind of person he is , or the outer real ity of 
the dangers the world holds for him . The formation o f  these 
defens ive attitudes d i ffer from the format ion of att itudes 
in service of the social adj ustment funct ion in that they 
proceed from with in the person and the obj ects o r  s ituations 
to whi ch they are attached are outlets for the i r  express ion 
( Katz , 19 6 0 : 1 6 8 - 1 9 2 ; and Smith , Bruner , and White , 1 9 6 9 : 4 1-
4 4 ) • 
The usefulness o f  applying th is functiona l ist 
perspect ive to the study of  prej udice has been suggested by 
several soc ia l  s c i enti sts ( Kelman and Pettigrew , 1 9 59 : · 4 3 6 -
4 4 1  and Katz and Gur in , 1 9 6 9 : 3 4 2 -3 7 8 ) in that they suggest 
that it would a l l ow the researcher to d i stinguish types of 
prej udice and may a l so be useful for ga ining ins ight into 
the relationship between prej udice and di scriminat ion . 
The body o f  research l iterature also suggests that 
.these categories a re useful in that , as earl ier noted , the 
.s�bj ect of prej udice general ly breaks down into two broad 
' . '
theoretical perspectives , psychological and soc iocultural .  
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Emphas is from the psychological perspect ive has been primar-
i ly on prej udice that provides the ego-defens ive function 
[an example i s  Adorno ' s-{ 1 9 5 0 )  research on the " authoritar­
i an persona l ity " ]  whereas emphas i s  from the sociocul tu ra l  
perspect ive h a s  been primarily on the soc ial adj ustment 
funct ion [an examp l e  is Kiesler ' s  ( 1 9 6 9 ) and Pettigrew ' s  
{ 19 59 ) research on conformity] and s econdarily on the obj ect 
appra isal function [an example is  Taj fel ' s  ( 19 6 9 )  research 
on the cognitive aspects of prej udice] . 
Research from the psychological perspective has 
examined the prej udiced individual with its primary emphas is 
being the critical analys i s  of how negat ive intergroup 
att itudes and behaviors are developed and ma intained . The 
maj or psychological theor ies of prej udice share a conviction 
that the prej ud ice comes from internal psycholog ical pro­
cesses that a f fect bel iefs and feel ings about ethni c  and 
social groups ( Hraba , 1 9 7 9 : 12 7 ) . 
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From the psychological perspect ives , prej udice is  
always an attitude and never an  overt behavior . Key as sump­
t ions in thi s  perspect ive are that prej udice predi sposes the 
ind ividual to act in a prescribed way toward a certa in 
ethnic group ; . that personal ity devel opment can be  regarded 
as one of the main sources of these att itudes ; and that 
attitudes ,  therefore , reflect ones persona l ity ( Ho l l aran , 
19 6 7 : 4 8 ) . Thes e  theor i sts general ly argue that attitudes 
serve the " externa l i z at ion" funct·ion where " an indiv idual 
senses an analogy between a perce ived environmental event 
and some unreso lved inner problem and adopts an att i tude 
which is a trans formed version of his way of dea l ing with 
his inner di fficulty "  ( Smith , Bruner ,  and Wh ite , 1 9 5 6 : 4 1 - 4 4  
and Kies l er , 1 9 6 9 : 3 0 8 - 3 1 3 ) . In  other words , i nstead o f  
recogn i z ing uncompl imentary truths about onesel f ,  a n  indi-
vidual may external i z e  these probl ems by proj ect ing them 
upon the world through certa in attitudes . Pettigrew notes 
that most studies of the psychol ogy of  prej udice have dealt 
with the ego-de fens ive function ( 19 7 3 : 2 8 2 ) . 
In  summary , prej udice may be understood a s  a man i­
festation o f  the " needs " of  individuals  ( S impson and Y inger , 
1 9 7 2 : 6 3 )  and behavior then reflects this deep intrapsychic 
phenomena . 
The Author itarian Personal ity 
As noted , much research has been done focus ing on 
prej udice as  an ego-de fense . The great bulk of  thi s  
1 0  
research fol lowed Adorno and h i s  assoc iates ' work in the 
Authoritarian Personal ity {Adorno , Frenkel-Brunswik , Levin-
son , and S an ford , 1 9 5 0 ) . This research proposes that 
prej udice is rooted in character structure and that prej u-
dice is predicated on two propositions . These are : " that 
the pol itica l , economic , and social convictions of an 
individua l o ften form a coherent pattern , as  i f  bound 
together by a mental ity for a spirit and that th i s  pattern 
is an express ion of  deep-lying trends in his personal ity" 
{Adorno , Frenkel -Brunswik , Levinson , and Sanford , 1 9 5 0 : 1 ) . 
The maj or portion o f  the Adorno study was devoted to 
the i solation of the prej udiced persona l ity .  Nine personal -
ity tra its were identi fied i n  this  research . They are : 
1 .  CONVENTIONALISM : Rigid adherence to conven­
tional , middle-class values . 
2 .  AUTHORI TARIAN SUBMISS ION_; Submissive , uncrit i ­
c a l  attitude toward idea l i z ed moral authorities 
o f  the ingroup . 
3 .  AUTHORI TARIAN AGGRESS ION : Tendency to be on 
the lookout for , and to condemn , rej ect , and 
puni sh people who violate convent ional values . 
4 .  ANT I - INTRACEPTION : Oppos ition to the subj ec­
t ive , the imaginative , the tender-minded . 
5 .  SUPERSTITION AND STEREOTYPE : The bel i e f  in  
mystical determinants of  the individua l ' s  fate ; 
the d isposition to think in rigid categories . 
6 .  POWER AND "TOUGHNESS " : Preoccupat ion with the 
dominance-submiss ion , strong-weak , leader­
fol lower d imens ion ; ident i f icat ion with power 
f igures ; overemphas i s  on the conventiona l i z ed 
attitudes o f  the ego ; exaggerated assertion o f  
strength and toughness . 
7 .  DESTRUCTIVENESS AND CYNICISM : Genera l i z ed 
host i l ity , v i l i f icat ion of the human . 
8 .  PROJECTIVITY : The dispos ition t o  bel ieve that 
wild and dangerous things go on in the worl d ; 
the proj ection outward of unconsc ious emot ional 
impul ses . 
9 .  SEX : Exaggerated concern with sexua l  " go ings 
on" ( Wel l e r , 1 9 6 3 : 1 6 5 ) . 
Individual s  that possessed many of  these·qual ities were 
1 1  
character i z ed a s  having o r  possess ing authoritarian person-
al ities , and such personal ities were seen as particu l a rly 
prone to prej ud icial views . 
Adorno and h i s  col leagues found that the data from 
written tests suppl emented with in-depth interv i ews reveal ed 
several categories o f  personal ity tra its on whi ch the 
· respondents d i f fered . The conclus ion drawn was that the 
highly prej udiced person was rigid and con forming and 
frequently used the defense mechanisms of  proj ection and 
displacement . As a who l e  the study presented evidence that 
the scale that measured prej udice was s igni f icantly corre-
l ated with the sca l es that measured the preceding underlying 
aspects or qual ities o f  personal ity . Adorno and h i s  col -
leagues , through the use o f  penc i l -and-paper quest ionna i res , 
extens ive interviews , and other psychological tests , found 
that the personal ity portra it described above was l ikely to 
be highly ethnocentric--that is  to say , genera l l y  prej ud iced 
against a l l  out-groups ( Adorno , 19 5 0 ) . Other-research , 
a lthough not necessari ly subscribing to the noti on o f  an 
authoritarian personal ity ,  that has lent support to the 
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theory that certain personal ity types are general ly prone to 
prej udice and d i scrimination include Ha rtley ( 1 9 4 6 )  and 
Mart in ( 19 6 4 ) . Hartley found that when fict itious groups 
were presented in social  di stance tests, peopl e  who were 
prej udiced towards other groups tended to express prej udice 
toward the f ict it ious groups as wel l . Mart in ' s  f indings 
demonstrated that hostil ity, distrust, cynicism, and intol-
erance were persona l ity factors of the highly prej udiced . 
Studies such as  these tend to support the hypothes i s  that 
prej udice is frequently a symptom of a bas ic personal ity 
organi z ation, and not an isolated and independent att itude 
( S impson and Yinger , 1 9 7 2 : 7 9 ) . 
Robert LeVine and Donald Campbel l  ( 19 7 2 ) o f fer the 
fo l l owing summary of the general characteri stics of the 
authoritarian personal ity as reveal ed in the research on 
authoritarianism as a personal ity tra it . 
1 .  Att itudes toward sociopol it ial structures and 
rel at i onships of highly authoritarian persons : 
a .  Have an emot ional need for unconditional 
submiss ion to authority which expresses 
its e l f  in : family interact ion, other in­
personal rel at ions, pol it ical att itudes, 
and att itudes toward supernatural f igure s . 
b .  Des ire the pol ity to be rul ed by a 
powerful, autocrat ic leader to whom a l l  
would grant total al legiance, unquest ion­
ing obed ience, and extreme deference . 
c .  Bel i eve that obedience and respect for 
authority are paramount va lues and the 
most important virtues ch ildren should 
l earn . 
d .  Bel ieve-in extremely severe punishment o f . 
dev iants : not only those who defy l eaders 
but a l so o ffenders aga inst convent ional 
mores such as sexual restrict ions . 
e .  Perceive others as  be ing deviant o r  
committ ing violat ions aga inst conven­
t i onal moral ity even when they are not , 
and view mankind genera lly as being 
potent ia l ly anarchic and immoral when not 
under the control of  a powerful leader� 
f .  Have a preoccupat ion with power , v i ewing 
al l rel at i ons in terms l ike strong-weak 
and dominant-submiss ive , and admire d i s ­
plays o f  mil itancy , strength , and pun i ­
tivenes s  ( " toughness " ) by respected 
leaders . 
2 .  Cognitive styl e  
H ighly authoritarian persons : 
a .  Avoid introspection , re flection , specula­
t ion , imaginat ive fantasy . 
b .  · Bel ieve in myst ical or fantastic external 
determinants of  individual fate , that i s , 
the operat ion o f  l arge , unseen powers con­
tro l l ing one ' s  destiny . 
c .  Think in rigid categories , bel ieve over­
s imp l i f ied explanations of  natural and 
social  events , and dogmatical ly apply 
these categories and explanations to  
ambiguous phenomena ( that is , cannot tol­
erate amb igu ity ) ( Rokeach , 19 6 0 )  . 
3 .  Chi ld-Rearing Practices 
H ighly authoritarian persons : 
a .  Experienced , in childhood , fathers who 
were a l oof , stern , and punitive . 
b .  Experienced , in childhood , a good deal 
of  phys ical punishment or threat o f  phys i ­
cal pun ishment administered by mother o r  
father or both . 
4 .  Family Structure 
Highly authoritarian persons : 
�.J -- .-. r� 
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a .  Were ra i sed in famil ies in which 
husband-wi fe , parent-ch i ld , and s ib l ing 
rel ations were organ i z ed al ong hierarch i ­
c a l  l ine , with ideal i z at ion of  the father 
as  a powerful f igure who is also feared . 
b .  Organi z e  their own fami l ies as adults 
al ong hierarchical l ines , empha s i z ing the 
subordinat i on of women and chi ldren , and 
cont inue to pre fer this organi z at ion to  
" modern " egal itarian arrangements . 
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The Authoritarian Personal ity stimulated a good deal 
of  research wh ich served to clarify some aspects of the 
origina l  research wh i l e  cal l ing into question other aspects. 
Much of the research through 1 9 5 6  was summari z ed by Christie 
and Cook ( 19 5 8 ) . They point out that "the numerous and 
amaz ingly heterogeneous research derived from the Author i -
tarian Persona l ity y i e l d  a clear picture in the ma in but an 
amb iguous one in many detai l s . "  They go on to conclude that 
. . . " the research up to 1 9 5 8  ind.icates cons istency in many 
areas. The E and F scal es were found to be s ign i f i cantly 
correl ated and predict ions o f  relationships with attitudinal 
measures were genera l ly confirmed" ( Christie and Cook , 1 9 5 8 : 
18 8 , and Orpen , 1 9 7 0 : 12 0 ) . In the original research , the 
ma in written tests used by Adorno and his col l eagues were 
the ant i -Semitism (A-S ) sca l e , the Ethnocentrism ( E )  sca l e , 
the Pol itica l  and Economic Conservation ( PEC)  sca l e , and the 
Imp l i cit Antidemocratic Trends ( F )  scale . A high sco re on 
the A-S sca l e  ind i cated ant i -S emitism , a high score on the 
PEC scale measured conservat ive thinking , the E sca l e  
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measured attitudes toward out-groups ; and the F scal e  was 
des igned to mea sure both basic personal ity tra its that 
supports prej udice and an indirect measure of ethno­
centricism . I t  was found that a l l  of  the sca l e s  except the 
PEC scal e  corre l ated very wel l  with the F sca le . Eventual ly 
the most d iscrim inating items were s ieved out· to produce an 
F scal e  that was internal ly cons istent and corre l ated very 
wel l  with the E scal e . What rema ined was a scal e that was 
an improved measure o f  prej udice . The authors were con f i ­
dent that the items cohered i n  the sense that each i tem was 
s igni ficantly correl ated with the scale as  a who l e . In  
summary , research based on the Authoritarian Personal ity 
presented evidence that scores on scales which measure 
prej udice and pol itical and economic conservatism were 
correlated with sco res on scales that measured deeper 
aspects o f  persona l ity .  
Martin ' s  f indings regard ing authoritar i an i sm a l s o  
support the val idity o f  the F scale as a measure o f  intol er­
ance . He found that the dif ference between the near mean 
scores of tol erant and prej udiced respondents was s ign i fi ­
cant a t  the . 0 0 1  l evel . Scores on the F scale decreased as 
tol erance increased and those who were the most prej udiced 
made the highest authoritarianism scores . He concludes by 
po int ing out that we may expect to find a posit ive correla­
tion between prej udice and authoritarianism , but the amount 
of prej udice wi l l  depend upon cultural norms concerning 
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tol erance- -prej udice as  wel l as the degree of  authoritarian­
ism ( Martin , .1 9 6 4 : 9 9 - 1 0 3 ) . 
Other recent research on the authoritarian pers onal­
ity supports the central not ion that · authoritarianism i s  a 
syndrome of  inte rrel ated soc ial attitudes and personal ity 
tra its ( Raden, 1 9 8 1 ) . Raden ' s  findings genera l ly uphol d  the 
central pos ition of prej ud ice in authoritarian i sm as mea ­
sured by Adorno ' s  F scale and the idea of  a unitary authori­
tarian syndrome ( Raden , 19 8 1 : 1 4 8 - 149 ) . 
Other research spawned by Adorno ' s  work has not been 
quite as supportive . For examp l e, Hyman and Sheat s l ey 
( 19 5 4 ) and Christie and Cook (19 5 6 )  found that F scores were 
correl ated with amount of education and economic status . 
Christie ( 19 5 4 ) and Ray (19 8 0 )  have concluded that author i ­
tarianism as  measured b y  Adorno ' s  F sca l e  deal s  with author­
itarianism o f  the right and thus is part of  a genera l 
pol itica l  ideol ogy . Lindzey ( 1 9 5 0 )  and McCandless ( 19 6 1 )  
have emphas i z ed the status consc iousness, convent ional ity, 
and conforming tendencies of highly prej udiced peop l e  and 
thus concluded that these variables may be s igni f icant 
factors in the acquis ition of prej udice . They a l s o  note 
that personal ity factors are important in that they heighten 
the need to con form . 
Much o f  the research stimulated by th� Authoritarian 
Personal ity deal s  with the role  of  ch ild-rearing pract ices 
in predi spos ing one toward authoritarianism and prej udice . 
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As noted , Adorno and his col leagues found that behind the 
formation o f  the prej udiced personal ity is  the influence of 
an unsati s factory and sel f-perpetuat ing parent-ch i l d  rela­
tionship . Subsequent research regarding the role of parental 
chi ld-rearing pract ices and the rel ationship to  the devel op­
ment of the prej udiced personal ity has l ead to unc l e ar and 
contradictory results . For example , Harris and col l eagues 
found that mothers o f  prej udiced children more o ften 
endorsed authoritarian attitudes but parents of prej udiced 
chi ldren d id not score l ower on scales of permi s s ivenes s 
( Harris , Gough , and Mart in , 1 9 5 0 : 17 0 ) . 
Other research tends to confirm the impl i cat ion that 
domineering parents tended to produce prej udiced chi l dren 
( Lyle and Levitt , 1 9 5 5 : 42-4 6 ;  and Harding , Proshansky , 
Kutner , and Chern , 1 9 6 9 : 3 9 ) . But these find ings that gener­
ally support the devel opmenta l  aspect of authoritarian 
personal ity formation have been contradicted by other 
investigations . McCord and col leagues found that there was 
no corre l at ion between discip l inary techniques and ethn ic 
prej udice in a l ower-cl ass  sample (McCord , McCord , and 
Howard , 19 6 0 : 7 1 7 -722 ) . Other research has shown negative 
results with col lege samples and upper-middl e  class  s amples 
{ Richert ,  1 9 6 3 : 9 5 0 ; and Mosher and Scodel , 1 9 6 0 : 3 6 9 - 3 7 6 ) . 
More recently , work by Ashmore and De� Boca ( 1 9 7 6 )  
point out that harsh parental discipl ine and dominance may 
predispose chi ldren to be prej ud iced , but other var i abl es 
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l ike parental prej ud ice and community norms may a l s o  be 
important . They a l s o  suggest that although the author­
itarian persona l ity is  host i l e  and distrusting , whether such 
an ind ividual w i l l be prej udiced against one or many groups 
depends on a number o f  factors beyond the personal ity 
structure . Fina l ly , they point out that it may be  that 
authoritarian i sm and prej udice are independently passed on 
from parent to chi ld , and that prej udice may not be derived 
from chi ld-rearing pract ices that creates a personal ity need 
for prej udi ce ( Ashmore and Del Boca , 19 7 6 : 8 18 4 ) . 
Essenti a l ly , Christie and Cook conclude , that the 
concept of the authoritari an personal ity is a powerful  and 
use ful one ( Christie and Cook , 1 9 5 8 : 1 8 8 - 1 8 9 ) . 
Sociocultural Factors in Prej udice 
As noted previously , the other general perspect ive 
is  most often referred to as  sociocultura l . The socio­
cultural school general ly takes the pos ition that prej udice 
can be viewed as one of the folkways , one of  the l earned 
ways of  responding that are part of the standard cul tura l  
equipment . S imply put , a person is taught t o  be prej udiced 
against certa in groups ( S impson and Yinger , 1 9 72 : 1 3 9 ) . A 
key assumpt ion i s  that prej udice is seen as  having its 
origins in the hi storical relat ionsh ips between groups , not 
the personal ity compos ition of a singl e  ind iv�dual .  Prej u­
dice i s  a social phenomenon ( Hraba , 19 7 9 : 1 5 8 ) . West i e  
summar i z es the s ociological perspective b y  stating that 
19 
" individual s  are prej ud iced because they are ra i s ed in 
societ ies which have prej udice as a facet o f  the normat ive 
system of their culture . Prej udice is built into the 
culture in the form of normative precepts--that i s , notions 
of ought to be�-which defines the ways in wh ich members o f  
the groups ought to behave i n  relation t o  the members o f  
selected out-groups " ( Westie , 1 9 64 : 5 8 3 ) . Thi s  v i ew then 
sees prej udice as a soc ial phenomena and thus focuses on the 
social variab l e s  that contribute to prej udice . 
A rev iew o f  the l iterature reveal s  that there are 
severa l conceptual ly d istinguishable sociocul tural exp lana­
tions o f  prej udice which . reveal a great deal o f  over l ap . 
Thi s  d iscuss ion wil l  focus on the socia l i z at ion and confor­
mity l iterature because o f  the importance and attent ion 
placed on these in  the l iterature , by those working from the 
various soc i ocultural perspect ives (Westie , 19 6 4 : 5 8 1- 5 8 4 ; 
Col l ins , 1 9 7 0 : 2 8 2 - 2 9 1 ;  Ashmore and Del Boca 19 7 2 : 9 5 - 1 1 4 ) and 
because they e ither impl ic itly or explicitly dea l with the 
non-external i z at ion functions of attitudes ( prej udice ) . 
E ssent ia l ly , the socia l i z ation and conform ity 
explanations of prej udice assert that the chi ld l earns to 
differentiate between various groups and to attach pos itive 
or negat ive valuat ions to these groups . Prej udice i s  
acquired much as  any other aspect of  culture , _by the l earn­
ing o f  group norms and values . These norms and values o f  
society or community are subtle and need not be taught 
directly or intent ional ly ( Marger , 1 9 8 5 : 6 0 } . 
2 0  
The focus o f  the l iterature i s  on the ind iv idual , 
but it i s  the ind iv idual relat ing to dominant group norms 
and values that is of primary importance . I f  prej udice i s  
acquired the same way as any other aspect of cul ture , then 
researchers should f ind that there are consi stent and 
lasting d i f ferences among cultural groups with respect to 
the ir att itudes . There ought to be consi stency through t ime 
in the nat ional pattern of intergroup rel ations with l ocal 
patterns re flect ing unique historical factors . 
One o f  the earl iest and important stud ies that 
revealed this  pattern was done by Bogardus ( 19 2 8 ) . In th is 
study Bogardus devised a " social -distance sca l e "  that he 
used to measure the degree of  social intimacy that the 
respondents woul d  admit members of forty ethn ic and rac ial 
groups . Genera l ly ,  Bogardus found that the ratings of 
national and ethnic groups by members of a given culture are 
consistent acros s  such groups . I n  essence this  study demon­
strated the normat ive nature of  prej udice . Bogardus demon­
strated that a cultura l pattern of prej udice does exi st , 
that it is  cons istent through time and that it i s  shared by 
almost a l l  members o f  the culture . 
A s imi l a r  pattern of  prej ud ice has been found for 
di fferent subpopulat i ons of  Americans ( Derbyshire and Brody , 
19 6 4 : 3 013 14 ) . That loca l patterns of prej ud ice exist and 
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that they are re fl ections o f  unique historical c ircumstances 
and context var i ables was establ ished by Pettigrew ( 19 5 9 ) . 
In  this  study Pett igrew used a sample of  American adults 
from the southern and northern hal f  of  the United States . 
He found that northern subj ects had sign i f icantl y  l es s  
anti-black feel ing ( prej udice ) than the southern sub j ects , 
but there was no regional d i f ference in the scores on the 
scale that measured authoritarianism . A closely rel ated 
l ine of research by Katz  and Brody· provided evi dence that in 
the process of growing up , individual s  learn what the 
qual ities of the members of ethnic , rac ia l , and other groups 
presumably are . These researchers found that a group o f  
Princeton undergraduates rank ordered ten ethnic groups 
based on preference for associat ion . The pre ferent i a l  
ranking was s im i l ar in i t s  ma in outl ine t o  results reported 
by invest igators in a l l  parts o f  the United States . The 
students not only agreed in their pre ferential  ranking , but 
also in the types o f  characteristics attributed to these 
groups , even where they had relat ively l ittl e  or no contact 
with these groups ( Katz and Brody , 19 3 3 : 2 8 0 -2 9 0 ) . 
Other support for the socia l i z ation and con formity 
perspectives comes in the form of research that focu s ed on 
the devel opment of prej udice in children . S evera l studies 
lend support to the genera l i z ation that· presc�ool ch i l dren 
are unprej udiced and general ly incapable of coherent and 
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consistent stereotyp ing . For example , Westie ( 19 6 4 )  notes 
that of the 23 2 grade school ch ildren studied , a vast 
maj ority of them were incoherent about out-group pre ferences 
and images . But there is a l so research that suggests that 
children as young as age three could dist ingu i sh between a 
"wh ite dol l "  and a " col ored dol l "  and that this  indicates an 
ab i l ity to make raci al dist inct ions ( Cl ark and Cl ark , 1 9 4 7 : 
1 6 9 - 1 7 8 ) .  A later study by Hraba and Grant dupl icated the 
Clark study . Among their findings.was that bl ack chi ldren 
genera l ly preferred and ident i f ied with black dol l s  ( Hraba 
and Grant , 19 7 0 : 3 9 8 - 4 0 2 ) . 
Research a l s o  prov ides evidence that the interact ion 
preferences o f  chi ldren often reflect the demands and 
expectat ions of parents , and therefore supports the general­
i z ation that prej udice is  f i rst learned in the home ( Al lport 
and Krama , 1 9 4 6; Mosher and Scodel� 1 9 6 0 ; Epste in and 
Kormoret , 1 9 6 6 )  • As chi ldren grow up , the ir peer group 
grows more and more important in att itude crysta l l i z at ion . 
There i s  a l so a fa i rl y  substantial body of  research that 
indicates that a pers on ' s  ethnic att itudes are about the 
same as those he perceives to be held by his reference group 
{ Newcomb , 1 9 4 7 ; Watson , 19 5 0 ; Perl in , 1 9 5 4 ; Eddy , 19 6 4 ) . Of 
added interest a re studies that show signi ficant corre l a-
tions between an individual ' s  social att itudes and the 
perce ived group norm { Grossack , 19 5 7 ; Pett igrew , 1 9 5 8 , 1 9 5 9 ;  
Wi l son , 19 6 3 ; Orpen , 1 9 7 1) .  
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The res earch l iterature provides a good dea l o f. 
support for the social i z at ion and con formity perspect ives on 
prejud ice , but there are some problems . The most o ften 
c ited prob l em is that the evidence is correlational and that 
there are conflict ing results regarding the relative impor­
tance of  the various agents of  social i z at ion ( Ashmore and 
Del Boca , 1 9 7 2 : 9 7 ) . Other criticisms have been d i rected at 
the incomp l eteness o f  these explanat ions of prej udice . The 
point is that i f  one gives exclus ive attention to the 
normat ive character of prej udice, one is in danger o f  
obscuring the important psychological processes involved in 
prej udice and discrimination . The research l iterature makes 
it clear that the soc iocultural and personal ity perspect ives 
approach the phenomenon of prej ud ice d i f ferently, but that 
they a l so share a number of conclus ions regard ing prej udice 
and discriminat i on . Es sentially , ·they agree that the per­
sonal ity characteristics o f  an individual are not generated 
within him independently of outs ide forces . The d i sagree­
ment is  general ly over which o f  these external forces ( con­
tact with culture , early infantile  experiences , etc . ) is  
most important . 
Researchers from the sociocultural perspect ive 
genera l ly view prej ud ice as a feature of culture wh ich 
greatly influences ones social ident ity, whi l e  researchers 
from the personal ity perspect ive view prej udice as a charac­
teristic of  particul ar personal it ies with emphas i s  on the 
importance of  early childhood social i zation experiences 
(Westie , 1 9 6 4 : 6 0 3 ) . 
Critique and Rapprochement 
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Pettigrew ' s  analys i s  o f  the l imitat ions o f  the 
research from the two perspectives discus sed above prov ides 
present, researche rs with �orne direct ion . Pettigrew bel ieves 
that researchers have been hindered by their negl ect o f  
s ituational var iables i n  interrac ial att itudes .  Thi s  
weakness combined with a " restricted interpretation and use 
of the attitude concept " has contributed to the ir inab i l ity 
to make a " ful l contr ibut ion" to the subj ect of prej udice 
( Pettigrew , 19 7 1 : 1 3 1 ) . Pettigrew ' s  crit icisms focus ma inly 
on the attitude concept . He argues that research must focus 
on all three of the functions of  att itudes ( obj ect apprals­
al , social  adj u stment and externa l i z ation) and not j ust one 
or two . Pett igrew contends that recognition of the impor­
tance of  the s ituat ion and a ful l  explo itat ion of the 
att itude concept would go a l ong way in removing some of the 
inadequacies in various exp lanations of prej udice ( Pett i­
grew , 19 7 1 : 1 4 0 ) . 
Much o f  the recent research l iterature suggests that 
Pettigrew is correct and that neither approach to prej udice 
can offer a comp l ete exp lanat ion o f  it and that b oth could 
combine thei r  ins ights in order to of fer a more comp l ete 
understanding o f  prej udice and its causes . Fredricks on and 
associates ( Fredrickson , Glazer , Knobel , Pett igrew , and 
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Ueda , 19 8 2 : 17 )  note that as important as authoritarianism is  
in understanding prej udice , the " enormous attent i on i t  has 
received has l ed to the neglect of  the other maj or functions 
of prej udice--obj ect appraisal and social adj ustment . "  They 
go on to say that an " ana lys is of prej udice emanat ing 
strictly from authoritarianism theory give virtua l ly no 
attention to crit ical s ituational and institutional contexts 
of ethnic rel at ions and prej ud ice . "  Hraba summar i z es h i s  
discuss ion o f  prej udice by po int ing out that " the psychol ogy 
of  prej udice is  only a partial explanation o f  intergroup 
relations . I ts emphas i s  on subj ect ive , internal ,  and 
psychological states as  �he dynamic but often h idden forces 
behind intergroup relations must always be counterbal anced 
by the sociological perspect ive , with its emphas i s  on the 
obj ective condit ions of intergroup relations , and an under­
standing of  how the social real ity of these rel at ions shapes 
the internal psycho l ogical states of the peop l e  involved " 
( Hraba , 19 7 9 : 1 6 2 ) . The recent writers and researchers on 
the subj ect of prej udice indicate that a rapprochement of 
perspectives is needed . 
Discriminat ion 
The concept o f  d iscrimination and its l ink to  
prej udice i s  a l s o  a probl ematic top ic for social  s cient ists . 
Definitions o f  d iscriminat ion abound , but a review o f  these 
definitions makes it cl ear that there is  no common , conc ise 
definition o f  the concept . Blal ock comments on thi s  
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amb igu ity by not ing that " the concept ( of discrim ination )  
bel ongs t o  a class  o f  concepts which are defined theoreti ­
cal ly i n  terms o f  factors that are themselves only 
indirectly measurab l e . 11 He goes on to say that .. . . .  de fini­
tions of discrim inati on usua l ly ,  i f  not always , involve some 
notion.o f  intent and require causal inferences11 ( Bl alock ,  
19 67 : 1 5 ) . Marger ( 19 8 5 )  notes that more recent definitions 
of discriminat ion have tended to emphas i z e  the consequences 
of discriminat ion , that is  to say many social s c i enti sts 
have begun to remove the cause of di scriminat ion from the ir 
de fin itions s o  as  to acknowl edge that prej udice may not be 
the sol e cause of discriminat ion . 
Some examples of de finit ions o f  d iscrimination wil l  
serve t o  i l lustrate the po int regarding the variety o f  
def initions . Kitano descr ibes d iscrimination as " the 
disadvantaged treatment of  individual s  and groups by soc i a l  
s igns . I t  is  a barrier to prevent minority groups from 
equal part icipat ion in soc iety" ( Kitano , 1 9 7 4 : 6 6 ) . Al lport 
notes that d i scriminat ion comes about only when we deny to 
ind iv idual s  o r  groups of  people equal treatment which they 
may wish (Allport , 19 5 4 : 5 4 ) . S impson and Yinger write that 
d iscrimination is the ef fective inj urious treatment o f  
people o n  grounds rat iona l ly i rre l evant t o  the s ituation 
( S impson and Y inger , 1 9 7 2 : 2 8 ) , whi l e  Feagin and Feagin note 
that d iscriminat ion includes " actions or practices carried 
out by members o f  dominant groups , or thei r  repres entat ives ,  
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which have d i f ferential  and negative impact o n  members o f  
subordinate group s "  ( Feagin and Feagin , 1 9 7 8 : 2 0 - 2 1 ) . And 
Marger def ines d i scriminat ion as "behavior that i s  a imed at 
denying members o f  a particular ethnic group equal access to 
soc ietal rewards " ( Marger , 1 9 8 5 : 5 3 ) . 
From thes e  exampies one can di scern a number o f  
common themes . Discrimination is  an act , a behavior , and 
not an attitude ; it is an act of d i f ferent ial treatment ; and 
discriminat ion may exist without prej udice . It i s  to the 
latter point , the source of discrimination , that thi s  
researcher wi l l  focus attent ion . 
The i s sue o f  the .maj or source of  discrim inat i on 
breaks down into two general sources , prej udiced atti tudes 
or institutional i z ed procedure (Marger , 1 9 8 5 : 5 4 ) . The 
latter , institutional di scrimination , can a l so be c l a s s i f ied 
as direct or indirect ( Marger , 19 8 5 : 5 4 - 5 6  and Pett igrew , 
1 9 7 3 : 2 6 9 -2 9 8 ) . Marger notes that direct inst itut ional 
discrimination refers to organi z at ionally prescribed 
actions , l egal or customary , which have a d i f ferenti a l  
impact o n  members o f  a social category . These negat ive 
actions are part of the social convention and thus l eg it i­
mi z ed .  It should be noted that once these norms are estab­
l ished they att a in an inert ia whereby discriminat ion can 
exist without prej udice . 
Indirect inst itut ional d iscrimination refers to 
unintended discriminat ion that " cannot be attributed to the 
2 8  
prej udicial bel ie fs o r  conforming pressures o f  i ndiv iduals 
or to  the del iberate estab l ishment of  a set o f  rules  s eeking 
to withhold priv i l eges or inj ure members of  a particu l a r  
ethnic group . Rather , it exists as a product of  the normal 
functioning of  the society ' s  institutions"  ( Marger ,  1 9 8 5 : 5 5 
and Yetman and steel e 19 7 5 : 3 6 4 ) . Examples of  th i s  type o f  
discrimination abound . One example would be whe re poor 
qual ity inner c ity schoo l s , attended mostly by Bl acks , 
disadvantages these students in competit ion for j obs with 
white students who had the advantage of  attending h igher 
qual ity inst itut ions . 
I ndiv idua l  discrimination on the other hand can be 
understood as  acts attributable to or influenced by p rej u­
dice . This  type o f  d i scriminat ion re fers to acti ons taken 
by individual s  or groups to inj ure or deny someth ing to 
members of minority groups ( Marger , 19 8 5 : 5 4 and Yetman and 
Steele , 1 9 7 5 : 3 6 1 ) . Thi s  type of discrimination is concerned 
with individual s  rather than soc ial structure . It i s  
individual discrimination that is  of  most direct concern 
here because o f  this researcher ' s  primary interest in the 
rel ationsh ip between prej udice and discrimination . 
The l iterature on the rel at ionship between prej udice 
and discriminati on revea l s  mixed results in that att itudes 
are seen as determ inants of  behavior , but they are a l s o  seen 
as be ing shaped by behavior . The rel ationsh ip seems to  b e  
reciproca l . Genera l ly , it is  bel ieved that an indiv idua l ' s  
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att itude toward a n  obj ect influences the overa l l  pattern of 
his responses to  the obj ect ( Aj z en and Fishben , 1 9 7 7 ) . Many 
social  scient ists have a l so found that there i s  a bas ic 
cons istency between att itudes and behavior and that att i ­
tudes g ive direction and cons istency t o  behavior but need 
not predict any g ivert act ion ( Martin , 19 6 4 : 4 1 ) . Others have 
found that att itudes can not and do not predict behavior 
( LaPierre , 1 9 3 4  and Minard , 1 9 5 2 ) . 
Robert Merton ( 1 9 4 9 ) developed a typol ogy o f  the 
possible rel at ionships between prej udice and d i scrim inati on 
with the obj ective o f  clarifying what he considered to be 
the confus ion surrounding thi s  relationship so that e f fec­
t ive programs for reduc ing intergroup confl ict could be 
developed . Merton ' s  typology was an outgrowth o f  h i s  
discuss ion o f  the American creed of  equitable access t o  
opportunity and the relat ion of this creed t o  the be l ie fs 
and pract ices o f  Americans . 
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Merton ' s  model can be presented as fol lows : 
DIS CRIMINATION 
PREJUDI CE 
Yes 
Yes Act ive Bigot 
( prej udiced 
d iscriminator) 
No T imid B igot 
( prej udiced non­
discriminator )  · 
No 
Fa ir-Weather Liberal 
( non-prej ud iced dis­
criminator ) 
Al l -Weather Liberal 
( non-prej ud iced non­
discriminator)  
Th is model revea l s  severa l important and useful  po ints . The 
model clearly suggests that prej ud ice and d i scrimination are 
not always correl ated , that it is  poss ible to have discrimi­
nation without prej udice and prej udice without d i scrimina­
tion . Note in Merton ' s  model that for both the act ive bigot 
and the a l l -weather l iberal , the attitude of prej udice and 
the behavior of discrimination are consonant , whereas the 
timid b igot and the fa i r-weather l iberal do not have conso-
nant att itudes and behaviors . The types ( al l -weather 
l iberal and act ive b igot ) that are consi stent in bel ie f  and 
behavior may ind icate support for the psychological per-
spect ive ; that i s , there are prej ud iced peop l e  or tol erant 
people , who may be  expected to act in accordance with their 
att itudes ( Marger , 1 9 8 5 : 6 1 and Kelman , 19 6 0 : 6 0 - 6 2 ) . 
The " fa ir-weather l iberal " and the " t imid b igot" on 
the other hand suggest that the ir non-consonant att itudes 
and behaviors are the result o f  social s ituat iona l pressures 
brought to bear on the indiv idual . 
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It must be kept in mind that Merton ' s  four catego­
ries represent ideal types rather than emp irical ones . What 
Merton provided was a bas i s  for empirical study o f  the 
cons istency or incons i stency of  prej udice and discr imina-
t ion . 
Genera l ly , research involving the connect ion between 
attitudes and behavior has been mixed . Wicker ( 19 6 9 ) 
provides the researcher with a review o f  the l iterature from 
19 3 4  to 1 9 6 9 . H i s  genera l conclus ion was that there was 
l ittl e  evidence to support the postulated existence o f  
stabl e ,  underlying attitudes within the individua l  wh ich 
influences both verbal expression and action ( Wi cker , 19 6 9 : 
7 5 ) . Aj z en and F i shben ( 19 7 7 ) re-examined the attitude 
behavior relationship with a review of pert inent emp ir ical 
research and concluded that " people ' s  actions a re found to  
be systematica l ly rel ated to  the ir att itudes when the nature 
of  the attitudinal predictors and behavioral criteria are 
taken into cons ideration" ( Aj z en and Fishben , 1 9 7 7 : 8 8 8 ) . 
Much o f  the research that has chal lenged the postu­
late of  cons i stency between attitudes and overt behavior has 
aimed at expla i ning various " s ituational "  concepts and the ir 
influence on att itude-related behavior . The "variab l es " 
that have been most o ften emphas i z ed are normat ive support 
with related research deal ing with social dis�ance , re fer­
ence group support with related research on conformity , and 
visibi l ity o f  behavior . 
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The research deal ing with normative support for . 
di scrimination has general ly concluded that the greater the 
normat ive support for an indiv idual , the stronger the 
relationship b etween the attitude and . the behavior ( Lohman 
and Re itzes , 1 9 5 4 : 3 4 2 -3 4 4 , Himel stein and Moore , 1 9 6 3 : 2 6 7 -
2 7 2 , Tarter , 1 9 6 9 : 3 9 8 -4 0 5 ,  and Warner and DeFluer , 1 9 6 9 : 15 3 -
1 6 9 ) . Warner and DeFleur ' s  research is  of  particular 
interest in that one of  the variables studied was soci a l  
distance . They found that social distance was strongly 
rel ated to behav ior . Speci f ical ly , these researchers noted 
that " regardles s of initial att itude , a situation whi ch 
imp l ies reduct i on o f  soc i.al di stance tends to inhibit the 
subj ects ' w i l l ingness to comply with the requested behav ior" 
and " under conditions which imply either a reducti on of 
social di stance or ma intenance of social distance , there is  
a s ign i f i cant correspondence between att itudes and behav ior 
for the more prej udiced subj ects . "  They also found that 
"under conditions whi ch imply ma intenance of soc i a l  d istance 
there is a s ign i ficant correspondence between atti tudes and 
behavior for the l ea st-prej udiced subj ects " ( Warner and 
DeFluer , 19 6 9 : 1 6 6 ) . Hraba comments that what we see in 
research l ike this  is that " the l iberal ' s  d i l emma centers 
around int imacy in intergroup contact " ( �raba , 1 9 6 9 : 1 5 4 ) . 
Re ference group support is another s ituati onal 
factor that has a l so rece ived a great dea l of attent ion . 
General ly , research has found that the greater the re ference 
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group support , the stronger the relationship between the 
attitude and the behavior (Acock and DeFluei, 19 7 2 : 7 1 3 -7 2 6 ,  
Evens and Ehrl ich , 1 9 7 2 : 3 4 8 - 3 6 0 ) . Evens and Ehrl ich ' s  
findings note that in general , " re ference other support was 
a better predi ctor of hometown activities than were rac i a l  
attitude . The oppos ite trend was apparent , however , w ith 
regard to the col l ege sector . For col lege activit ies , 
rac ia l  attitudes were general ly better predictors o f  behav­
ior than was re ference other support " ( Evans and Ehr l ich ,  
19 72 : 3 5 2 - 3 54 ) . 
I t  should be noted that it is  d i f ficult to s eparate 
normat ive support and reference group support and that the 
l iterature c ited indicating the importance of normative 
support , and the e ffect of social distance is probabl y  a l so 
related to reference group support . 
Closely related to the l iterature on reference 
groups i s  the l iterature deal ing with conformity . S inger 
notes that " broadly conce ived , the consequence of normative 
reference orientations i s  conformity . It may be conformity 
with respect to a bel ief , an attitude , a value , a behav i or ; 
it may be conceptual i z ed a s  deviances from one s et o f  norms , 
rather than adherence to another ; it may be thought o f  as 
conformity to the norms o f  a group to which the ind ividual 
aspires to belong rather than those o f  one in wh ich he or 
she currently holds membership . What a l l  of  thes e  have in 
common i s  a shap ing o f  behavior , feel ing , or thought in 
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accordance with that o f  a re ferent , and t o  the extent that 
such att itudes and behaviors are organi z ed around a particu­
l ar social status ( student , mother , teacher ) , the 
consequence o f  normative reference orientat ion is soc i a l ­
i z ation o r  ant icipatory social i z ation" ( S inger 1 9 8 1 : 6 9 ) . 
In  genera l , the research l iterature reveal s that 
much prej udice is based on the need to conform (Al lport , 
1 9 5 4 : 2 7 2 , 1 9 6 2 : 1 2 4 ) . S everal stud ies that have l ent 
support to the l ink between prej udice and discrim inat ion via 
conformity are Pett igrew ( 19 5 8 ) , Kelman ( 19 5 8 ) , and Hambl in 
( 19 6 2 ) . These researchers bas ica l ly contend that an ind i -
vidual ' s  tendency f o r  pr�j udice and discrimination depends 
l argely on the individua l ' s  tendency to conform to  s oc ial 
pressure . Th i s  tends to reinforce Merton ' s  suggesti on that 
the non-prej udi ced d i scriminator and the prej udiced non­
discriminator operate in d i ssonant · s ituations and that the 
key is the soc i a l -s ituational pressures brought to bear on 
the ind iv idual .  Pett igrew commented that " ·  . .  much prej u­
dice as wel l  as d iscriminatory behavior represents conform­
ity to what is s ituat iona l ly and socially expected o f  us " 
( Pettigrew , 1 9 7 3 : 2 7 2 ) . Warner and Dennis concur with Pett i­
grews • s  observat ions . The i r  research provided evidence that 
low social constra ints had a freeing effect on some of the 
most prej ud iced subj ects . That is  to say that they engaged 
in non-discriminatory behavior in situations in whi ch their 
behavior would not be d isclosed . Warner and Dennis  ( 19 7 0 : 
4 8 2 ) interpreted these f indings as  providing evidence that 
these prej udi ced non-di scriminators were conform ing 
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( through the processes o f  compl iance and ident i f icat i on )  to 
group norms . They bel ieve that their research strongly 
suggests that " certa in personal ity tra its which are 
independent o f  att itudes toward b lacks are involved in  
producing inconsistent behaviors ( insecurity , conformity ) . "  
Another variab l e  that has been given attent ion in 
the l iterature is  v i s ib i l ity of  one ' s  actions or an individ­
ual ' s  percept ion that the behav ior of interest wi l l  come to 
the attention o f  others . Spec i f ic research taking i nto 
account the v i s ib i l ity variab l e  shows mixed results . Linn ' s  
research indicated that v i s ib i l ity had no e f fect on the 
behavior of the highly prej udiced , but for l ow prej udiced 
subj ects , v i s ib i l ity had a s igni ficant effect on the rel a­
tionship between att itude and behavior ( Linn , 1 9 6 5 : 1 7 - 3 1 ) . 
On the other hand , Warner and Dennis ( 19 7 0 )  and Warner and 
DeFluer ( 1 9 6 9 ) found that v i s ibil ity was s ign i fi cantl y  
related to behavior regardless of  initial att itude . 
In  summary , the l iterature general ly supports 
Merton ' s  contenti on that there i s  no necessary causal 
relationship b etween prej udice and discriminat i on and that 
there are a number o f  important s ituational variab l e s  that 
one must cons ider , when we try to predict discrimination 
based upon prej udicial att itudes . 
O f  added interest in predicting behav ior is  the 
rigidity by whi ch an att itude is held . Theoretica l ly ,  the 
more certain or rigid one is about one ' s  bel ie f ,  the more 
consistently one would be predisposed to d iscr iminate 
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( Haraba , 19 7 9 : 1 5 7 ) . Katz and his associates have found 
emp irical support for this  argument in the sense that they 
found that the peop l e  highest in ego-defens ivenes s were the 
most d i f f icult to change through a self- ins ight procedure 
( Katz , Sarnoff , and McCl intock , 1 9 5 6 : 4 4 ) . In l ater research 
Katz noted more d i rectly that prej udice stemming from the 
ego-defense functi on i s  more l ikely to be cons i stently 
converted into discr iminatory behavior ( Katz and Gurin , 
1 9 6 9 : 3 7 2 ) . I n  related research Sample and Warl and found 
that predict i on o f  behavioral intent ions was better for 
those subj ects who were more certa in about the ir attitudes 
than those who were less certa in ( Sample and Warl and , 1 9 7 3 : 
2 9 2 -3 0 4 ) . As Hraba po ints out this is rather cons i stent 
with the observat ions o f  Merton ( 1 9 4 9 ) in that , " It i s  the 
intensely prej udiced person who cons istently discriminates , 
even in the face of  unpleasant consequences , and who i s  
undeterred b y  competing att itudes and motive s "  ( Hraba , 1 9 7 9 : 
15 7 ) . 
Conclus i ons from the Research Literature 
Social scient ists are in agreement th�t prej udice is  
an att itude and that it i s  conceptual ly d ist inct from 
discrimination wh ich re fers to behavior . The l iterature 
revealed that from a functional ist perspect ive , attitudes 
can serve as many as three functions for the individua l .  
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Two broad perspect ives have been empl oyed by researchers in 
their study of prej udice . Researchers from the two perspec­
t ives have focused on di fferent att itude functions . That 
is , those working from a personal ity perspect ive have 
focused primari ly on the " externa l i z ation" function wh i l e  
those working from a sociol ogical perspective have focused 
on the soc ial adj ustment and obj ect appraisal funct ions . 
The research a l s o  revea l ed a need to combine the two per­
spectives to g ive a more complete explanation of prej udice . 
Some researchers have suggested that the personal ity per­
spect ive might be most appl icable in explaining individua l 
differences within regional and cultural groups , whi l e  the 
sociocultural perspective may contribute most to understand­
ing prej ud ice that results from the fact that peop l e  are 
members of  certain groups . 
The l iterature on the rel ationship between prej ud ice 
and discriminat ion reveal s  mixed findings but genera l ly 
conclude that an ind ividual ' s  attitude influences h i s/her 
behavior . However , that att itude may not be the s o l e  
determinant o f  behavior . Other variables must a l so be 
considered , especial ly s ituational pressures and int imacy of 
contact . 
Introduction 
CHAPTER I I I  
THEORETI CAL PERS PECTIVES 
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The purpose o f  this chapter i s  to devel op the 
theoretical perspectives that are employed in thi s  study and 
to lay out the central as sumpt ions and propos itions o f  each . 
As indicated , the two theoret ical perspectives thi s  research 
employs are those o f  the authoritarian personal ity and the 
sociocultural perspective emphas i z ing socia l i z at ion and 
con formity . Revi ew of  the research l iterature suggests that 
both o f  these are maj or and contrasting perspect ives . 
Further ,  it has been suggested that rapprochement o f  the two 
perspectives may contribute to a more complete understanding 
and explanation o f  prej udice . 
Key Concepts 
Three key concepts used i� both perspect ives are 
attitude , prej udi ce and di scrimination . 
Att itude- -The concept of attitude is perhaps the 
most dist inct ive and indi spensable concept in contemporary 
American soc i a l  psychol ogy , but it is a very e l ast i c  and 
broad concept . Allport ( 19 5 4 ) pointed out that almost a l l  
definitions o f  attitude cohere around one common feature 
that of a preparation or a readiness for response .  Thi s  
ins ight impl ies that att itudes are res idues o f  previ ous 
experience and are correl ated with present as wel l  a s  
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future behav ior . For de f init ional purposes , thi s  researcher 
will  uti l i z e  Ehrl ich ' s  ( 19 7 3 : 4 ) def inition of an att itude as 
a rel atively enduring set of propos itions about an obj ect or 
s ituation wh ich i s  organ i z ed around cognitive , a f fective , 
and b�havioral d imensions . 
.. Prej udice--Hraba ( 19 7 2 : 1 2 3 - 1 2 5 )  best summari z es that 
which al l of the various def init ions of prej udice have in 
common . He notes that prej udice is always an att itude or an 
internal state , a set of bel iefs and feel ings , about some 
ethnic or racial  group . Prej udice is , by its very de f ini­
tion , an attitude and not an act . Hraba ( 1 9 7 9 : 12 3 - 1 2 4 )  
points out that " prej udice is  a set of rather rigid bel iefs , 
often involving stereotypes and rel atively strong emot ions , 
typically negative , about a perceived group o f  peopl e ,  wh ich 
predisposes one to act in  a certain way toward that group . "  
S ince prej udice is  an att itude , the three d imensions 
of an attitude are a l s o  part of prej udice , i . e . , prej udice 
involves cognitive , a ffective , and behavioral d imens ions . 
The cogn it ive d imens ion o f  prej udice involves a s impl ic ity 
of bel ie f usual ly based on stereotypes . Rigidity or inflex­
ibi l ity further character i zes this  cognit ive dimens i on . 
Prej udice also involves varying degrees of feel ing o r  
sentiment toward a group of  people . These feel ings or 
sentiments comprise the a f fect ive dimens ion o f  prej udice . 
Lastly , bel iefs and feel ings are coupled with a pred i spos i­
tion to  act toward that group . This  re flects the behaviora l  
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dimens ion o f  prej udice . As noted in the research l iterature 
review ,  the rel at ionsh ip between the attitude o f  prej udice 
and the behavior of  discrimination is sti l l  hot ly debated . 
Di scrim inat ion--Although the meaning o f  the term 
discrimination i s  in  a state of  flux , Hraba aga in provides 
the researcher with ins ight into the common theme running 
through the variety o f  de f initions of  discrimination . He 
notes that a l l  theorists and researchers agree that d i scrim-
ination is an act and it is directed toward a group o f  
people although a s ingl e individual , general ly a s  a member 
of  some group , may also be the obj ect of discrimination . 
Discriminat ion results in. intergroup exclus ion . I t  i s  an 
action which l imits a group ' s  access to opportun ities 
avai l able in the larger society ( Hraba , 19 7 2 : 12 6 ) . 
Yetman and Steel ( 19 7 5 : 3 8 2 ) comment that : 
• . . As Merton has po inted out , it ( discrim ina­
t ion may occur without personal mal ice from the 
discriminating ind iv idual merely because he may 
conform to exist ing cultural patterns or acqu iesce 
to the dictates of  others who are prej udiced . 
Adaptive d iscriminat ion involves actions that can 
be attributed to the actor ' s  conscious or uncon­
scious percept ion of the negat ive effects non­
d iscriminatory behavior wi l l  have for him . 
The poi nt i s  that although attitudes ( hence prej u­
dice ) have behavioral dimens ion , individual s  may somet imes 
act in ways that di ffer from their attitudes . Thus , 
discriminatory behavior does not necessarily refl ect prej u­
dicial att itude s .  Merton ' s  typology made it clear that 
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there can b e  prej udice without discriminat ion and there can 
be discriminati on without prej udice . 
As a l s o  noted in the l iterature review , early 
de fin it ions o f  the term usual ly included meanings o f  intent 
on the part of the actor ( individua l  discrimination ) , but 
l ater def initions took into account unintended aspects 
( institut ional d iscriminat ion ) . This trend s igni fies that 
social scient i sts were pay ing attention to the c l a im that 
prej udice may not be the sol e cause of  discrimination . 
Thi s  research focuses on individual discrimination 
rather than inst itut ional di scriminat ion . The positi on 
taken here and supported .by considerable research i s  that 
attitudes influence behav ior , that an individua l ' s  bel iefs 
and attitudes are not ent irely independent of  behavior . It 
should be apparent then , that there should be a correspon­
dence or cons i stency between attitudes and behav ior , 
although it i s  recogni z ed that other s ituational variabl es 
must a l so be cons idered . 
Authoritarian Personal ity Perspect ive 
Proponents o f  the personal ity theories , such a s  that 
of author itarian personal ity l ocate prej udice in the ind i ­
vidual ' s  persona l ity .  Marger { 19 8 5 : 5 7 )  notes that these 
theories have focused '' on the manner in wh ich ant ipathy 
toward out-groups e ither satis fies certa in psychic needs or 
complements the general personal ity structure of certain 
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peopl e .  In  each case , the source o f  prej udice is  traced 
primarily to ind ividual s rather than to the social forces 
weighing upon them or the groups within which they inter­
act . " Hraba ( 19 7 9 : 1 2 7 )  concurs when he concludes that "what 
all  of  the psychological theories share i s  the convict i on 
that the prej udice o f  individual s  causes intergroup d iscrim­
ination in soc iety , and the idea that prej ud ice comes from 
internal psychol og ical processes as they a ffect bel i e fs and 
feel ings about ethnic and rac ial groups . "  Hraba goes on to 
point out that. thi s  theoret ical perspective is characteri z ed 
by the assumption that prej ud ice can be traced to some 
intrapsychic o r  personal ity confl ict . 
The most important of  these personal ity theories and 
the one that has received the most attention in relat ion to 
the phenomenon of prej udice is  that of the authoritarian 
personal ity . The authoritarian pe�sonal ity research was 
summarized in the previous section deal ing with the research 
l iterature . 
Thi s  theoret ical perspective can best be summed up 
in three as sert i ons : ( a )  intergroup att itudes are part o f  
ideologies ( organi z ed systems o f  bel ie fs , att itudes , and 
values ) ,  ( b )  ideologies are determined by deep-lying trends 
in personal ity , and ( c )  the personal ity sources of ideolo­
gies ( and , by impl ication , of prej udice ) are the result of 
parental child-rearing pract ices ( Ashmore and Del Boca , 
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1 9 7 2 : 8 1 ) . The bas i c  propos ition in this  perspect ive i s  that 
prej udice i s  rooted in character structure . 
out o f  Adorno ' s  work came the F scale which was 
des igned to measure the bas ic persona i ity tra its whi ch 
presumably cause and support prej ud ice : conventiona l i sm , 
authoritarian subm i s s ion , authoritar ian aggress ion , ant i -
interception , superstition and stereotype , power and tough-
ness , destructivenes s  and cynicism ,  proj ectivity and sex 
( Adorno , 19 5 0 ) . Thes e  personal ity . traits were de fined in 
the previous chapter on review o f  the research l iterature . 
The explanation o f  prej udice and discriminat i on in 
this perspect ive can be conceptual i z ed as fol l ows : 
Child-rearing Persona l ity Attitudes/ Di scrimi-
practices and - - > structure and - - > individual - - >  natory 
family structure characteristics prej udice behavior 
Accord ing to thi s  model , child-rearing practi ces and 
family structure a ffect the personal ity structure and 
characteristics o f  the individual wh ich in turn i s  re flected 
in the attitudes o f  prej udice that the ind ividua l pos sesses 
which then influences the behavior toward indiv idua l s  or 
groups . Again the reader i s  referred back to the general 
characteristics of  the authoritarian personal ity as del in­
eated in the l iterature review . In terms of  Merton ' s  
typology ( al so d i s cus sed in the preceding chapte r )  
authoritarians are cons istent ( active bigots ) in the i r  
att itudes ( prej udice ) and behavior ( discrimination) . 
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From the authoritarian personal ity perspective , the 
fol lowing proposit ions can be drawn : 
1 .  Early chi l dhood experiences of  harsh parental 
disc ip l ine are as sociated with the devel opment 
of authoritarian personal ities in  adulthood . 
2 .  Authoritarian personal ities are character i z ed 
by r ig id i ty o f  viewpo ints , disl ike for amb i ­
guity , strict obedience t o  leaders , and in­
tolerance of weakness in themselves and others . 
3 .  Personal ity tra its associated with authori­
tarian ism are conducive to prej udice . 
4 .  The cogn it ive style o f  authoritar ians ( rigidity ) 
results i n  a strong association between att itude 
( prej udice ) and .behavior ( discrim inat ion ) . 
I f  one accepts these propositions as true , then the 
fol lowing hypotheses for testing can be derived : 
1 .  I f  author i tarianism is  indeed conduc ive to 
prej ud ice , then it fol l ows that : 
H l : The more authoritarian the 
ind ividual , the more p rej udice 
hej she wi l l  display . 
2 .  I f  prej udi ce i s  associated with d i scriminatory 
behavior , then it fol l ows that : 
H2 : The more authoritarian the 
individual ,  the more l ikely he 
or she wi l l  engage in discri­
minatory behavior . 
Sociocultura l Theoret ical Perspectives 
Sociocultural explanations account for prej ud ice in 
terms of non-personal ity determinants wh ich a�e derived 
through social rol e - l earning without ego mot ivation . 
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Prej udice i s  a feat�re which becomes a part o f  the indiv idu­
al ' s  personal ity through the soc ial i z ation process . Pre j u­
dice is  an attitude which is  l earned as a person interacts 
with the soc i a l  environment . It fol lows there fore that 
prej udice and di scrim inat ion can be expla ined with in the 
framework of soc-ial  norms . 
From thi s  perspective , key social  processes i n  the 
acquis ition of prej udice are socia l i zation and con formity . 
Within thi s  framework the transmission of  ethnic prej udices 
occurs primarily through the social i zation proces s  and in 
social s ituations in which the individual perceives that 
group norms support prej udiced att itudes and d iscriminatory 
behavior . This  sociocultural expl anation of  prej udice and 
discriminat ion can be  conceptua l i z ed as fol lows : 
Intervening factors 
History Group 
and social - - >  norms - - >  
context o f  
group 
S ocia l i - Attitudes , 
z ation - - >  individual 
into prej udice 
group 
Intervening 
I 
I 
t 
- - >  D i s crim-
: ination 
r 
factors 
In summary then , this model depicts the fol l owing 
relationship : The h i story and soc ial context of  a group 
produce the normat ive order into which an individual i s  
socia l i z ed . Al lport agrees that one can hardly comprehend 
the pattern o f  prej udice against a group witho�t h i storical 
knowl edge .  He points out that historical patterns form an 
essential ground work for research in prej udice . " . It 
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i s  the historical process that establishes the Jew rather 
than the redhead as an obj ect of prej udice" (Al lport , 1 9 6 2 : 
3 7 6 ) . Essentia l ly , Al lport agrees that the hi story of  group 
relations establ i shes the s ituational fields to wh ich the 
individual is forced to respond and within wh ich the 
social i z at ion proces s takes place . S imply put , these atti ­
tudes , bel iefs , and values with which one is  socia l i z ed 
predispose an individua l  to behave in certain ways towards 
various obj ects . 
Research emp loying the sociocultura l perspect ive 
makes it cl ear that there are many s ituational factors that 
impinge upon the rel at ionsh ips between att itude and behavior 
thus giving rise to incons istency , depending upon the 
situation ( for example , see Katz and Gurin , 1 9 6 9 ; Aj z en and 
Fishbein , 1 9 7 0 ; and Wicker , 19 7 1 ) . Merton ' s  typology 
suggests and research has supported that attitudes and 
actions toward members of particular ethnic groups may 
fluctuate within d i f ferent social contexts and accord ing to 
an individua l ' s  compuls ion to conform to societal and 
reference group norms . 
Although it is recogn i z ed that a vast number o f  
variables may intrude upon the att itudes/behavior rel ation­
ships , this  researcher has ident i fied several s ituat i onal 
and disposit ional factors that have received the most 
attention in the l iterature . From the research l iterature 
reviewed on the l ink between prej udice and discriminat ion , 
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it became clear that the s ituat ional variable o f  normat ive 
support and intimacy o f  contact and the dispositional 
variabl e of con formity proneness are important var i ab l e s  in 
understanding the l inkage between prej udice and d iscrim­
ination . 
The model can now be conceptual i zed as fol l ows : 
-
� Intimacy -
of  contact 
.-­- - � ""' 
...... 
I ' 
History Group-
and soc ial --> norms -->  
context of 
group 
s oc ial i- Attitudes , ' �  
z ation --> indiv idua l - - >  D i scrim-
into prej udice inat ion 
group t JP.. ....- ?r 
, I I / 
...... ....... '" ' /' �Conformity / 
proneness 
In summary , th is  model dep icts the fol l owing rela-
tionship : The history o f  group re lations estab l i shes the 
situational f ields to wh ich the individual is forced to  
respond and within which the social i zation process takes 
place . But it is  to group norms that permit or d i scourage 
intimacy of contact , and to the social i z ation experi ence in 
general that researchers must look for explanat ion o f  
acceptabl e  social d i stance . This  model also suggests that 
it is to the soc ia l i z ati on process that researchers must 
look for explanat i ons regarding the dispos itional vari ab l e  
o f  con formity proneness . And , as noted , the variab l e  o f  
intimacy o f  contact c a n  b e  a n  important interven ing 
variable between attitudes and behavior . Al so , con formity 
proneness may a ffect att itudes held as wel l  as intervene 
between att itudes and behavior . 
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From the research l iterature and the preceding 
sociocultural model , the fol lowing proposit ions can be 
drawn : 
1 .  Attitudes influence behavior but do not comp l etely 
determine behavior . 
2 .  An indiv idua l ' s  social att itudes w i l l  tend to 
refl ect the perce ived norm of hisjher normat ive 
re ference group . 
3 .  Int imacy o f  contact is  an important variab l e  that 
influences behavior , regardless of att itude . 
4 .  Conformity proneness is  an important d i spos it ional 
variab l e  that influences prej udice and discrimin­
at ion . 
I f  one accepts these proposit ions , then the 
fol l owing hypotheses for testing can be derived : 
1 .  I f  it i s  true that att itudes are associated with 
behavior , then it fol l ows that : 
H3 : There wi l l  be a s igni f icant rel at ionship 
between initial attitudes ( prej ud ice ) and 
overt behavior ( discrimination ) . 
2 .  I f  an individua l ' s  social attitude is a re fl ect ion 
of  the perceived norm of hisjher normative 
re ference group , then it fol l ows that : 
H4 : A s igni f i cant relationsh ip wi l l  exist between 
att itudes of those sampled and the perce ived 
average prej udice of the res idents of the ir 
community . 
3 .  I f  int imacy of contact cons iderat ions are s ign i f­
icantly re lated to discriminat ion regardless o f  
attitude , then i t  fol lows that : 
H5 : There wi l l  be a s ign i f icant pos itive 
relati onsh ip between intimacy of contact 
cons iderat ions and discrimination . 
4 .  I f  conform ity proneness does influence prej udice 
and discriminat i on , then it fol lows that : 
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H6 : The more conformity prone the indiv idua l , the 
greater wi l l  be the rel ationship between 
perce ived commun ity norms and the 
ind iv idual ' s  prej ud icial att itudes . 
CHAPTER IV 
RESEARCH DES IGN 
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This  research involved a sample survey emp l oy ing a 
random sample o f  2 5  percent of  al l new , non- Indian col l ege 
freshmen students entering a S outh Dakota state col l ege in 
the fal l  semester of the 1 9 8 5 - 19 8 6  school year . Every . 
effort was made to ensure that the respondents • answers 
would be compl etely anonymous . The rationale for focus ing 
on new entering freshman is based upon Newcomb ' s  study that 
indicated that when students entered as freshman , they 
tended to turn to parents and people from thei r  home 
communit ies as thei r  primary normative reference group 
( Newcomb , 19 4 7 , Pearl in , 19 5 4 ) . S ince interest here is in 
examining the students • att itudes and their rel at ion to 
perce ived community norms , th is sampl ing technique was 
employed to minimi z e  the " contaminating " ef fect o f  educat ion 
and changes in reference groups . 
Once the sample had been drawn , the students were 
located in the ir classes , and the survey was administered to 
them . This procedure was adopted in order to as sure a h igh 
rate of  return . O f  the 1 0 1  ( out of a total o f  4 0 7 new 
freshmen ) sampl ed , this researcher was ab le  to achieve a 7 9  
percent return rate ( 8 0  of  the 1 0 1  surveys were returned ) . 
The Quest ionna ire 
The questionna ire was pretested on an upper-d iv i s ion 
sociol ogy class for readabi l ity and clarity . After 
cl ari fying a few o f  the quest ions , the survey was admin i s -
tered to the samp l e  o f  students drawn a t  random from the 
col lege ' s  computer f i les . This  was accompl ished by the 
director of the computer center who administered a SAS 
random numbers program to a l ist of a l l  new entering 
non-Indian freshmen . A copy of the questionna ire is  
included in the appendix . The survey instrument included 
the fol l owing sca l es and measures : 
1 .  A seventeen item scale measuring att itudes 
toward Indians . This is a scale devel oped to 
measure attitudes toward def ined groups ( Shaw , 
1 9 6 7 ) . It  was found that the equivalent- forms 
rel iab i l ity of thi s  scale  i s  . 8 1 ,  when used to 
test attitudes toward Blacks . · Va l idity was 
based upon a correlation of  . 6 7 and . 5 7 t oward 
Chinese , respectively . ( See Table I I I  i n  
Appendix A .  ) 
2 .  A th irteen item scale to measure authori­
tarianism drawn from Pettigrew ' s  1 9 5 9  study . 
To assembl e  h i s  authoritarian scale , Pett igrew 
extracted items from the original Ca l i forni a  
Study o n  Authoritarianism . This scale produced 
a Spearman-Brown corrected spl it ha l f  rel i ab i l ity 
of + . 8 6 .  ( S ee Table I in Append ix A . ) 
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3 .  A s ixteen item scale of  soc ial conformity . Thi s  
sca l e  was a l so drawn from Pett igrew ' s  1 9 5 9  study 
ent itled " Regiona l Dif ferences in Anti-negro Pre ­
j udice . "  In assembl ing this scale Pettigrew 
comb ined new items as wel l as adaptat ions from the 
conformity measure of Hoffman ' s  1 9 5 3  study entitled 
" Some Psychodynamic Factors in Compul s ive 
Conformity " and Maccrane ' s  1 9 5 3  study ent itled 
" Ethnocentric Ideol ogy and Ethnocentism . " 
Pettigrew found that th is " C  scale"  predicted very 
wel l and found it to be s ign if icant at the 0 . 0 0 1  
level . ( S ee Table I I  i n  Appendix A . ) 
4 .  A measure o f  perceived commun ity norms . Th is  
was produced by asking the respondents to  rate 
each of the statements on the prej udice sca l e  
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( Tabl e  I I I ) a s  t o  how they bel ieved most 
people in thei r  l oca l commun ity would answer 
them . The mean score of these items serves as 
an as sessment of  the perceived commun ity norms 
for that community or area . 
5 .  A mod i f ied behav ioral contacts scale was 
adopted from Goldste in and Davis ' s  study 
( 1 9 7 2 ) of the soc ial  determinants of behav­
ioral  i ntent i ons . In developing this  three 
item sca l e  Gol dste in and Davis did a factorial 
analys is  on behaviora l  d i f ferential scales . 
From this  analys i s  they drew three clearly 
interpretable factors . The first factor was 
cal l ed " acqua intance acceptance-rej ect ion , " 
the second factor was cal led " friendship 
acceptance-rej ect ion , "  and the third factor 
was cal l ed the " soc ial di stance" factor . 
These three factors formed a continuum a l ong 
the d imens ion of intimacy with the friendship 
factor being intermediate in int imacy and the 
social distance factor be ing most intimate . 
The three items on their scale were represen­
tative o f  each of  these behavioral 
d i f ferent ial factors . This scale was used to 
determine the ef fect that social di stance 
would have on the prej udice and discriminat ion 
relat i onsh ip . ( See Appendix A . ) 
6 .  As a further measure o f  behavior in rel at i on 
to American Indians , a series of  items asked 
about students ' behavioral intentions in 
relation to  American Indian soc ial events on 
campus was included ( Table V in Appendix A)  . 
7 .  A number o f  background and general informa­
t iona l items were included in the quest ion­
naire . They include : age , sex , marita l 
status , education of father and mother , 
occupat ion o f  father and mother , pol itical 
party preference , church attendance , region or 
pl ace o f  b i rth , current res idence o f  parents , 
and area o f  intended maj or . ( See Append ix B . ) 
Likert scal ing wa s used with the anti-Indian att itudes scale 
( P  sca l e ) , conformity sca l e  ( C  scale ) , authoritarianism 
scale ( F  scal e ) , and behavioral scale ( D  sca l e ) . Each o f  
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these Likert scal es had a five item response : + 5  for agree 
strongly , +4  for agree , + 3  for undecided , +2 for d isagree , 
and + 1  for disagree strongly . 
Research Variables and Procedures 
Independent variables in this study include : 
1 .  Authoritarian i sm -- operationa l ly def ined with 
Pettigrew ' s  1 3 - item modi f ied F scale ( items 1 - 1 3  in 
Appendix B) . 
2 .  Perce ived community and group norms - ­
operationa l ly de fined with Shaw ' s  scal e . 
Respondent s were asked to respond to each statement 
in terms o f  how they bel ieved most o f  the peop l e  in 
the ir community would respond to the statement . 
{ See items 4 7 - 6 3  in Appendix B . ) 
3 .  S ocial con formity -- operationally de f ined with 
Pett igrew ' s  1 6 - item con formity scale ( items 1 4 - 2 9  
i n  Appendix B )  . 
4 .  I nt imacy o f  contact -- operat ionally def ined with 
Goldste in and Davis ' s  three item sca l e  ( items 6 8 - 7 0  
in Appendix B )  . 
Dependent variables in thi s  study include : 
1 .  Prej ud ice -- operat iona l ly de fined with Shaw ' s  
17  item sca l e  ( items 3 0 -4 6 in Appendix B ) . 
Note . Prej ud ice was a l so used as an independent 
variable in one test . 
2 .  Discriminat ion -- operat iona l ly def ined with a four 
item behav ioral intent ions scale ( items 6 4 - 6 7  in 
Appendix B )  . 
Stat istical Analys i s  
Severa l kinds o f  stat istics have been used in this  
research . The descript ive stat istics of means , standard 
deviations and percentages have been calculated ·s o  that data 
information could be understood and made manageab l e . 
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Inferential stat ist ics have been used to test nul l  hypothe-
ses and make in ferences about the data findings . Although 
most o f  the variab l es in this  study were e ither nominal or 
ordina l , two parametric tests were employed ( ANOVA and 
Partial  Correlation ) . The bas ic rat ionale for us ing these 
parametric tests when a researcher is using ordinal data 
comes from Ker l i nger ' s  di scuss ion of  the foundat ions of  
measurement . In  th is  di scuss ion , Kerl inger points out that 
. • . persona l ity test scores are , bas ica l ly and 
strictly speaking , ord inal . . .  ( and ) we must 
real i z e  that ordinal scales do not pos sess the 
des irable characterist ics of equal interval s  or 
absolute z eroes . . . ( but ) we can with cons id-
erable assurance often assume equa l ity of 
interval .  The argument is  evidential . I f  we 
have , say , two or three measures of the same 
variable , and these measures are substant ial ly and 
l inearly rel ated , then equal interval s  can be 
assumed . . .  Thi s  also appl ies . • .  to att itude 
tests and scales ( Kerl inger , 1 9 7 3 : 4 3 9 -4 4 0 ) . 
It is  Kerl inger ' s  contention that most psycho l ogical 
and att itude sca l es approx imate interval equal ity fairly 
wel l  but that the researcher needs to be care ful with the 
interpretat ion of ordinal data to which stat istical analys is 
that i s  suitable for interva l measurement has been app l i ed .  
This researcher has adapted Kerl inger ' s  posit ion but 
has chosen to use primarily ordinal level stat i st ics . By 
using both , hopeful ly the ana lys is  has ga ined strength . 
The stati stics used to test for rel ationships 
between variables that are appropriate for ordinal l evel 
data were cross -tabu l at ions us ing a Chi-square to test for 
statistical s ign i f i cance . A Ph i test was used with the 
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Chi-square as a test for strength of  the rel ationsh ip . When 
the expected frequency of one or more cel l s  in a cross -
tabulat ion was l e s s  than five , a Fisher ' s  Exact Test for 
Probabi l ity was used in pl ace of  the Chi-square . When the 
Fisher ' s  Exact Test was used , the Kendal l ' s  Tau-B was 
calculated as a test for strength of  a rel ationsh ip . To 
further test for the e ffect of  intervening variab l e s  on  the 
prej udice-discriminat ion rel ationship , a Part i al Correl at ion 
was performed . 
When performing an analys is of  variance between and 
among groups , an ANOVA was · used . ANOVA provides for 
analys is o f  data that has interval dependent variab l es 
{ prej udice and authoritarianism )  and nominal independent 
variables { geographical regions of state and other demo-
graphic variables ) . Th is analys is  of  variance uti l i z e  the 
2 
F-Rat io and Eta as  a strength of  relationship coef f ic i ent . 
The statistical test for the nul l  hypothes is that a l l  the 
groups have the same mean in the popul ation is ca l l ed an F 
Stat i stic . Accompanying the F Statistic is an F Probab i l -
ity . Th is value te l l s  the researcher i f  the populat ion 
means are equal or not equal { Norusis , 2 6 1-6 2 ) . 
Eta squared gives the amount of  variance accounted 
2 
for by the independent variables . The value o f  · Eta 
approaches 1 . 0  as  the variab i l ity among the " actors " 
increases and the variab i l ity within the categories 
2 
decreases .  The va lue of  Eta wi ll be 1 . 0  i f  there is  no 
J 
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variabil ity within categories and there i s  some variab i l ity 
between categories . The index wi ll be z ero i f  there is no 
dif ference among the means of the categories ( Nie , 4 0 1 )  . 
Al l stat ist ics were calculated us ing SPSS on the 
computer . The l evel of statistical s ign i f icance emp l oyed in 
testing the hypotheses wa s . 0 5 since this  is the general ly 
accepted upper l imit for results to be cons idered stat isti-
cal ly s igni f icant . 
In summary , the statistical analys is  involved the 
fol lowing : 
1 .  A descr ipt ive analys is of occurrence o f  prej udice-­
its extent , its regional variabil ity . 
2 .  A compari son of amount of expla ined variance i n  
prej udice from each of  the two theoret ical 
perspectives--which does the better j ob .  
3 .  An as sessment o f  the degree of correlation between 
prej udice and discrimination . 
4 .  An assessment of  the predictive power o f  each o f  
the two theoret ical perspectives in relation t o  
discriminatory behavior . 
5 .  In ferent ial tests of  the hypotheses , i . e . , the 
sign i f icance of  re lationships between variab l e s . 
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Chapter V 
Findings 
Introduction 
The purpose o f  thi s  chapter is to : ( 1 ) present the 
research data in rel ation to the hypotheses tested ( 2 )  
present non-stati stical findings ( 3 )  present unhypothes i z ed 
stat istical findings and ( 4 )  present a descript ion o f  the 
demographic variables . 
Hypothes i z ed find ings 
The f i rst two hypotheses to be tested were derived 
from the authoritarian personal ity theory . The f irst 
hypothes i s  pos ited a re l at i on�hip between authoritarian i sm 
and prej udice whi l e  the second hypothes i s  pos ited a 
rel ationship between authoritarianism and discriminat ion . 
To test the rel ationship between authoritarian i sm and 
prej ud ice , means were found for both variables , and those 
who scored below the means were cons idered to be l ow in  that 
attribute whi l e thos e  who scored above the mean were 
cons idered to be high in that attribute . 
Hl : The more authoritarian the individua l ,  the 
more prej ud ice hej she wi l l  display . 
H ( O ) l :  There wi l l  be no stat istically s igni ficant 
rel ationship between authoritariani sm and 
prej ud ice . 
Table 1 .  Cros stabulat ion between anti- Indian prej udice ( P  
S ca l e )  and author itarian ( F  Scal e ) . 
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Cel l N 
Row % 
Column % 
Low Authoritarianism High Authoritarianism 
High Prej udice 14 17 
4 5 . 1 6 5 4 . 8 3 
4 0  3 5 . 5 9 
Low Prej udice 2 1  2 2  
4 8 . 8 3 5 1 . 1 6  
6 0  5 6 . 4 1 
Ch i square = . 0 0 5  df = 1 P . = . 9 3 9  Phi = . 0 3 6  
The relationship between authoritarianism and prej udice is  
not statistica l ly s ign i ficant . 
H2 : The more authoritarian the indiv idua l ,  the 
more l ikely shejhe wi l l  engage in 
d i scriminatory behavior . 
H ( 0 ) 2 :  There is  no stat ist ical ly s igni ficant 
relationship between authoritar ianism and 
d i scrimination . 
. Table 2 .  Crosstabu l at ion between d iscrimination ( D  S ca l e )  
and author itarianism ( F  Sca l e ) . 
Cel l N 
Row % 
Column % 
Low Authoritarianism High Authoritar i anism 
High Di scrimination 
Low Di scriminat ion 
Ch i square = . 4 12 df  = 1 
2 2  
5 1 . 1 6  
6 1 . 1 1 
1 4  
4 1 . 1 7 
3 8 . 8 8 
p = . 5 2 0  
2 1  
4 8 . 8 3 
5 1 . 2 1 
2 0  
5 8 . 8 2 
4 8 . 7 8 
Phi = . 0 9 9  
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The rel at ionship between authoritarianism and discrimination 
is not stati stica l ly s ign i f icant . 
. The last four hypotheses tested were derived from 
the soc iocultural theories o f  prej udice and d iscrim inat ion . 
H3 : There wi l l ' be a s igni ficant relationship 
between initial att itudes ( prej udice ) and 
overt behavior ( discriminat ion ) 
H ( 0 ) 3 :  There wil l be no statistica l ly sign i f icant 
rel at ionship between prej udice and 
discrim inat ion . 
Tab l e  3 .  Crosstabu l at ion between discrimination ( D  Scal e )  
and prej udice ( P  Sca l e )  . 
Cel l  N 
Row % 
Column % 
High Prej udice Low Pre j ud ice 
High Discrimination 2 3  2 0  
5 3 . 4 9 4 6 . 5 1  
7 1 . 8 8 4 6 . 5 1  
Low Discrimination 9 2 3  
2 8 . 1 2 7 1 . 8 7  
2 8 . 1 2 5 3 . 4 9 
Chi square = 3 . 8 4 3  df = 1 p = . 0 4 9  Phi = . 2 5 3  
The rel ationship between discriminat ion and prej udice i s  
stat istically s igni f icant . 
H4 : A s igni f icant rel ationship wi l l  exist 
between att itudes of  those sampled and the 
perce ived average prej udice of the res idents 
o f  the ir commun ity . 
H ( 0 ) 4 :  The re wi l l  be no stat istical ly sign i f icant 
rel ationsh ip between indiv idua l prej udice 
and perceived commun ity prej ud ice ( norm )  . 
Tabl e 4 .  Crosstabu l at i on between individual prej udice ( P  
Sca l e )  and perce ived commun ity prej ud ice ( N  
Scal e )  . 
H igh Low 
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Ce l l  N 
Row % 
Column % Norm Prej udice Norm Prej udice 
H igh Individual 
Prej udice 
Low Individual 
Prej ud ice 
Chi square = 1 6 . 5 5 5  d f  = 
2 5  
7 8 . 1 3 
6 7 . 5 7 
12 
2 7 . 9 1 
3 2 . 4 3 
1 
7 
2 1 . 8 7 
1 8 . 4 2 
3 1  
7 2 . 0 9 
8 1 . 5 7 
p = . 0 0 0  Ph i = . 4 9 6  
The relationsh ip between ind ividual prej udice and perce ived 
commun ity prej ud ice ( norm )  is stat istical ly s ign i ficant . 
H5 : There w i l l  be a s igni f icant pos itive 
relat ionship between intimacy of contact 
cons iderat ions and d iscrimination . 
H ( 0 ) 5 :  There wi l l  not be a stat istica l l y  
s ign i f i cant rel ationship between int imacy o f  
contact and discrimination . 
Table 5 .  Crosstabulation between intimacy of  contact ( I  
Sca l e )  and discriminat ion ( D  Scale ) . 
Ce l l  N 
Row % 
Co lumn % 
High Discrimination 
Low Discriminat ion 
Below Mean 
Int imacy 
2 5  
5 6 . 8 1 
7 5 . 7 5 
8 
2 3 . 5 2 
2 4 . 2 4 
Above Mean 
Int imacy 
19  
4 3 . 1 8 
4 2 . 2 2 
2 6  
7 6 . 4 7  
5 7 . 7 7 
6 1  
Chi square = 7 . 3 9 7 d f  = 1 p = . 0 0 6  Ph i = . 3 3 4  
The rel at ionship between intimacy o f  contact and d iscrimin-
at ion is  stat istica l ly s ig� i f icant . 
To test the e f fect of  intimacy of  contact on the 
prej udice-discriminat ion rel ationship a Partial Corre l at ion 
was performed . The Partial  Correlation Coeffic ient be fore 
control l ing for int imacy ( z ero order part ial ) was . 2 5 3  with 
p = . 0 1 4 . When int imacy was control l ed for { 1 st order 
partial ) the Partial  Correl ation Coefficient was . 1 4 9  w ith 
p = . 1 0 2 . 
H6 : The more conformity prone the indiv idua l ,  
the greater wi l l  be the relationship between 
perce ived commun ity norms and the ind ividu­
al ' s  prej ud icial att itudes . 
H ( 0 ) 6 :  Conformity proneness will  not s ign i f icantly 
a ffect the relationsh ip between ind ividual 
prej ud ice and perce ived commun ity prej ud ice 
( norms ) . 
Tables 6 and 7 prov ide the reader with crosstabulat i ons o f  
indiv idua l prej udice and norm prej udice wh ile contro l l ing 
for both low con form ity proneness ( those who scored b e l ow 
the mean on the C S ca l e )  and for high conformity proneness 
( those who scored above the mean on the c Scale )  . 
Tab l e  6 .  Cros stabulation between individual prej udice ( P  
Scal e )  and community prej udice ( N  Sca l e )  when 
contro l l ing for low conformity pronenes s ( high 
conformers rema in)  . 
Cel l N 
Row % 
Column % 
High Individual 
Prej udice 
Low Individual 
Prej udice 
High Norm 
Prej udice 
1 1  
7 3 . 3 3 
5 7 . 8 9 
8 
3 2 . 0  
4 2 . 1 0 
Low Norm 
Prej udi ce 
4 
2 6 . 6 7 
1 9 . 0 5 
17  
6 8 . 0  
8 0 . 9 5 
62  
Ch i square = 4 . 8 7 2  df  = 1 p = . 0 2 7  Ph i = . 4 0 0  
The crosstab between individual prej udice and commun ity 
prej udice i s  stat i st ical ly s ign i f icant when control l ing 
for those l ow in con formity proneness . 
Table 7 .  Crosstabul ation between individua l prej udice ( P  
Sca l e ) and community prej ud ice ( N  Sca l e )  when 
control l ing for high conformity proneness ( l ow 
con formers rema in ) . 
Cel l  N 
Row % 
Column % 
High Individua l 
Prej udice 
Low Individual 
Prej udice 
Chi square = 1 0 . 3 6 2 
High Norm 
Prej ud ice 
14 
8 2 . 3 5 
7 7 . 7 7 
4 
2 2 . 2 2 
2 2 . 2 2 
d f  = 1 
Low Norm 
Prej ud ice 
3 
1 7 . 6 5 
1 7 . 6 5 
1 4  
7 7 . 7 7 
8 2 . 3 5 
p = . 0 0 1  Phi = . 6 0 1  
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The crosstab between ind iv idua l prej udice and communi ty 
prej udice is  also stat istical ly s igni ficant when control l ing 
for high conformity proneness .  There fore , the relationsh ip 
between indiv idual prej ud ice and community prej udice is not 
af fected in a stat i st i ca l ly s igni f icant way when conformity 
proneness is  contro l l ed . . 
To test the mediating role  that con formity proneness 
may play between prej udice and discr imination , a Part ia l 
Correlation was per formed . The Part ial Correlat ion 
Coeffic ient for the prej udice and di scriminat ion relat ion-
ship before conformity was partialed out was . 2 5 3  with p = 
. 0 1 4 . When conformity was part ialed out , the coe f f i c i ent 
became . 2 4 9  with p = . 0 1 6 . 
Summary o f  Hypotheses . 
1 .  Hypothes i s  1 from authoritarian personal ity :  
rej ected . 
2 .  Hypothes i s  2 from authoritarian personal ity : 
rej ected . 
3 .  Hypothes i s  3 from sociocultural theory : accepted . 
4 .  Hypothes i s  4 from sociocultura l theory : accepted . 
5 .  Hypothes i s  5 from soc iocul tural theory : accepted . 
6 .  Hypothes i s  6 from sociocultural theory : rej ected . 
Non-stati st ical find ings 
This  researcher found no statistical ly s ign i f icant 
relationship between authoritarianism and prej udice when a 
crosstabulat ion between the two variables was performed . T o  
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pursue the pos sibi l ity of  a relationship further ,  thi s  
researcher conducted a more deta i l ed analys is  o f  the F 
Scale ' s  relationsh ip with I ndian prej ud ice . by examining the 
percentage of agreement between low and high prej udice 
respondents to the F Sca l e  items . Upon examining Tabl e  8 
the reader wil l  note that except for a few items , there is  
l ittle d if ference between the respondents , reveal ing l ittl e  
relationsh ip between personal ity factors and prej udice . 
Table 8 
PREJUDICE AND F SCALE ITEMS 
Percentage Agreement 
F Scal e Items : 
H igh Pre­
j udice 
1 .  Nowadays when so many d i f ferent kinds 
of people move around and mix toget­
her so much , a person has to be 
espec ia l l y  careful not to catch an 
infect ion or d i sease from them . 2 0 . 2  
2 .  There is hardly anyth ing lower than 
a person who does not feel a great 
l ove and respect for h i s  parents . 2 2 . 6  
3 .  People can be put into two dist inct 
clas ses : the weak and the strong . 17 . 3  
4 .  Most of  our s oc ial probl ems would 
be solved i f  we could somehow get 
rid of the immoral , crooked and 
feebleminded peopl e .  1 3 . 3  
5 .  The most important thing a child 
should learn i s  obed ience to his/ 
her parents . 2 8 . 0  
Low Pre­
j udice 
2 3 . 0  
4 0 . 0  
1 6 . 0  
1 4 . 6  
4 2 . 7  
6 5  
F Sca l e  Items : 
High Pre­
j udice 
Low Pre­
j udice 
6 .  Every person should have faith in 
$Orne supernatural power whose dec i­
s ions he/ she obeys without question . 
7 .  When a person has a problem or 
worry , it is  best for him/her to 
th ink about it , but to keep busy 
with more cheerful things . 
8 .  Nowadays more and more people are 
prying into matters that should 
remain private and persona l . 
9 .  I f  peop l e  woul d  talk less and work 
more , everybody would be better off . 
1 0 . An insult to our honor should a lways 
be puni shed . 
1 1 . No sane , norma l person would ever 
think of hurt ing a close friend or 
relative . 
12 . Sc ience has its pl ace , but there 
are many important things that can 
never pos s ibly be understood by the 
human mind . 
1 3 . Some day it wi l l  probably be shown 
that astrology can explain a lot o f  
things . 
6 . 6 1 3 . 3  
3 2 . 0  3 3 . 3  
2 9 . 3  4 0 . 0  
1 8 . 6  1 6 . 0  
2 . 6  9 . 3  
2 0 . 0  3 4 . 7  
2 5 . 3  3 3 . 3  
1 8 . 6  2 9 . 3  
* Agree strongly and agree were comb ined to form agree whi l e  
disagree strongly and di sagree were comb ined into disagree . 
An interest ing rel at ionship reveal s itsel f when a more 
detai led analys is of individual prej udice and conformity 
proneness is  undertaken . A crosstabulation of  individual 
prej ud ice and con formity proneness produced no �tat istically 
sign i f icant relationsh ip . ( Chi square = . 5 3 7 , p = . 4 6 3 , 
Phi = . 1 1 1 ) . Table 9 provides the reader with a more 
deta i l ed l ook at the relationship by providing an analyses 
of  C Scale items and prej ud ice . 
Table 9 
PREJUDICE AND C SCALE ITEMS 
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Percentage Agreement 
c S ca l e  Items : 
1 .  It ' s  better to go a l ong with the 
H igh Pre ­
j ud ice 
crowd than to be a martyr . 6 . 6  
2 .  When almost everyone agrees on some­
th ing , there is  l ittl e  reason to 
oppose it . 1 0 . 6  
3 .  Adherence to convent ion ( fol lowing 
the accepted way o f  doing things ) 
produces the best kind of  cit i z en . 18 . 6  
4 .  To be successful , a group ' s  members 
must act and think al ike . 12 . 0  
5 .  It  is important for friends to have 
s imilar op inions . 17 . 3  
6 .  It is more important to be l oyal and 
conform to our own group than to try 
to cooperate with other groups . 1 3 . 3  
7 .  We should alter our needs to f it 
soc iety ' s  demands rather than change 
soc iety to fit our needs . 2 0 . 0  
8 .  A good group member should agree with 
the other members . 9 . 3  
9 .  It is best not to express your views 
when in the company of friends who 
disagree with you . 1 0 . 6  
1 0 . Be fore a person does something , he/ 
she should try to cons ider how his/ 
her friends wi l l  react to it . 3 3 . 3  
Low Pre­
j udice 
1 0 . 6  
6 . 6  
3 3 . 3  
1 2 . 0  
1 7 . 3  
1 0 . 7  
1 6 . 0  
1 0 . 7  
5 . 3  
3 8 . 7  
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Percentage Agreement 
c Scale Items : 
High Pre­
j udice 
1 1 . To become a success these days , a 
person has to act in the way that 
others expect him/her to act . 
12 . A group cannot expect to ma intain 
its identity unless its members all  
think and feel  in very much the same 
way . 
1 3 . It is  one ' s  duty to conform to the 
pass ing demands of the world and to 
suppress those personal des ires that 
1 4 . 6  
1 3 . 3  
do not f it these demands . 1 8 . 6  
1 4 . A person should adapt his/her ideas 
and behavior to the group that happens 
to be with h imjher at the t ime . 9 . 3  
1 5 . It i s  extremely uncomfortable to go 
accidental ly to a formal party in 
street cl othes . 9 . 3  
1 6 . To get a l ong wel l in a group , you 
have to fol l ow the l ead of others . 1 4 . 6  
Low Pre­
j udice 
1 7 . 3  
1 8 . 7  
2 5 . 3  
1 3 . 3  
1 6 . 0  
1 8 . 6  
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Unhypothes i z ed Find ings 
In order to arrive at some conclus i ons regard ing the 
degree and pattern of prej udice in South Dakota , it was 
necessary to group the data by geographic area . The samp l e  
w a s  grouped according to whether the respondent was from a 
reservation county , a county cont iguous to the reservat ion , 
other in state count ies , and f ina l ly , out o f  state . Tab l e  
1 0  reveal s  the result of  a comparison o f  mean prej udice for 
these geographical areas . An analys is of  variance is a l so 
presented . ( The reader w i l l  recal l that a score o f  one 
indicates high prej ud ice and that a score of  f ive indicates 
l ow prej ud ice . )  
TABLE 10  
Ind ividua l Prej udice by Geographical Locat ion 
N X sd Range 
Entire Popul at ion 7 9  3 . 2 6 . 6 2 7  1 . 4 7 -4 . 2 9 
Reservat ion Counties 9 3 . 0 6 . 8 8 0  1 . 5 2 - 3 . 9 4 
Contiguous Count ies 4 1  3 . 2 1 . 6 2 0  1 . 7 0 -4 . 1 7 
Other In-State Count ies 11 3 . 5 0 . 3 3 5  2 . 0 5 - 3 . 8 2 
Out of  State 1 8  3 . 3 2 . 6 3 1  1 . 4 7 - 4 . 2 9 
Analys is  of Variance for Individual Prej ud ice and Geography 
Sum o f  Mean 2 -
S ource Sguares df Sguares F p Eta 
Between Groups 1 . 1 6 1  3 . 3 8 7  . 9 8 4  . 4 0 4  
Within Groups 2 9 . 5 0 8  7 5  . 3 9 3  . 0 3 7  
*Reservat ion Count ies include : Dewey , Tripp , Hyde , Stanley , 
Lieback , Lyman , Mel l ette , and Todd . 
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* Contiguous Count ies include : Pennington , Meade , Lawrence , 
Butte , Perkins , Shannon , Bennett , Fal l  River , and custer . 
*Other In-State Count ies include : Brookings , Marsha l l , 
Edmunds , Beadl e ,  Brown , Yankton , Charl es Mix , Union , and 
Minnehaha . 
Tabl e  1 0  revea l s  that there is  l itt le obs ervable 
d i f ference in mean prej ud ice scores across the geographical 
group ings . The stat i stical analys i s  of  variance supports 
the emp irical compari son . There is no statistical ly 
s igni f icant d i f ference within or between groups . Even 
though there are no statist ical dif ferences among and across 
the geographical group ings , it may be of  some interest to 
note that the further one . moves from contact with Ind i an 
peop le  ( reservation count ies to out of state ) the h igher the 
mean prej ud ice score ( indicat ing lower prej udice ) . 
For a closer look at how the respondents answered 
the seventeen items on the prej udice scale , the reader is  
re ferred to Appendi x  c .  
The preceed ing data provides the researcher with 
ins ight into the degree and distribut ion of prej udice and 
provides the researcher with some ins ight into whether the 
revealed prej udice is a consequence of external i z ation 
( authoritarian ism)  or sociocultural factors . In o rder to 
focus more speci f ical ly on the quest ion of  the source of the 
prej udice it is use ful to examine F Scale scores by reg ion . 
S ince prior research has indicated that the externa l 
express ion of  prej ud ice i s  relat ively more independent of  
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soc iocultural factors , the researcher would expect t o  f ind 
that in areas where higher prej udice scores exi st there 
would a l s o  be higher authoritarianism ( F  scores ) . Tab l e  1 1  
provides the reader with the distribution o f  F Scale means 
by regi on as wel l  as an analys i s  of  variance . 
TABLE 1 1  
Authoritar ianism by Geographical Locat ion 
N X sd Range 
Ent ire Population 7 9  3 . 1 3 . 4 2 6  1 . 9 2 -4 . 1 5 
Reservati on Count i es 9 3 . 1 7 . 2 9 7  2 . 7 7 - 3 . 6 2 
Contiguous Count ies 4 1  3 . 1 3 . 4 6 6  1 . 9 2 -4 . 1 5 
Other In-State Counties 1 1  3 . 0 6 . 4 8 7  2 . 8 3 -4 . 0 8 
Out of  State · 1 8  3 . 17 . 3 6 6  2 . 5 4 -4 . 0 0 
Analys i s  o f  Var i ance for Authoritarianism and Geography 
Sum o f  Mean 2 
Source sg:uares d f  Squares F p Eta 
Between Groups . 0 9 5 0  3 . 0 3 17 . 1 6 8  . 9 1 7  
Within Groups 1 4 . 0 6 9  7 5  . 1 8 7 6  . 0 0 6  
Table 1 1  reveal s  that there i s  very l ittl e  
observabl e  d i f ference between reg ions in authoritarian ism , 
nor i s  there a stati stica l ly s igni f icant variance between or 
within groups . 
What i s  revea l ed in Tabl es 1 0  and 1 1 , i s  that the F 
Scale means are roughly comparable to one another whi l e  
there i s  a larger , but sti l l  stat istica l ly ins ign i f icant 
d i fference between the P Scale means . 
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For a closer l ook at how the respondents answered 
the thirteen items on the authoritarianism scal e , the reader 
is referred to Appendix c .  
The rema inder of  this chapter wil l  focus on a 
descript ion of  the demographic variables as  they rel ate to 
prej udice and author itarianism . Once this  data has been 
presented it wi l l  be pos s ible to discuss the f ind ings . This 
d iscussion wi l l  fol l ow in Chapter VI . 
Tables 12  and 1 3  describe the sample by examining 
the demographic variable ( items 1 - 1 7 ) in terms o f  prej ud ice 
and authoritarian i sm . 
Table 12  
Prej udice with Demograph ic Variables 
1 .  
2 .  
Maj or 
Educat ion 
Bus iness 
Communications 
Industrial Arts 
Science & Math 
Social Sc ience 
Fine Arts 
Phys ical Educat ion 
Other 
S i z e  o f  Commun ity 
N 
8 
3 2  
6 
2 
7 
4 
1 
4 
1 1  
C ity ( 1 0 , 0 0 0  o r  more ) 17 
Town ( 2 , 5 0 0  to 9 , 9 9 9 ) 2 8  
Town ( l ess than 2 , 5 0 0 ) 19 
Farm ( outs ide c ity l imits ) 10  
Non- farm 
( outs ide city l imits ) 1 
% High 
Prej ud ice 
5 0  
4 4  
17  
50  
4 3  
5 0  
7 5  
3 6  
4 7  
4 6  
5 3  
1 0  
% Low 
Prej udice 
5 0  
5 6  
8 3  
5 0  
5 7  
5 0  
2 5  
6 4  
5 3  
5 4  
4 7  
9 0  
7 2  
% High % Low 
N Prejud ice Prejudice 
3 .  Father ' s  Occupation 
Blue Col lar 2 2  4 1  5 9  
· Profes s i onal 1 1  2 7  7 3  
Clerical 1 
Sales 8 5 0  5 0  
Other 3 3  4 8  5 2  
4 .  Mother ' s  Occupat ion 
Blue Col l ar 12 58 4 2  
Pro fess iona l 1 0  2 0  8 0  
Cler ical 14  6 4  3 6  
Sales 3 3 3  6 7  
Housew i fe 2 7  4 1  5 9  
Other 9 2 2  7 8  
5 .  Age Category 
1 6- 2 0  6 6  4 4  5 6  
2 1- 2 5  3 3 3  6 7  
2 6 -3 0 5 2 0  8 0  
3 1 -3 5 1 
6 .  S ex 
Ma le 3 0  57  4 3  
Female 44 3 4  6 6  
7 .  Marital Status 
S ingl e 67 - 4 3  5 7  
Marri ed 6 5 0  5 0  
Other 2 1 0 0  
8 .  Resident o f  S outh Dakota 
Yes 58  45  5 5  
No 17 3 5  6 5  
9 .  Place o f  Birth 
S outh Dakota 4 5  4 2  5 8  
Outs ide S outh Dakota 3 0  4 3  5 7  
1 0 . Highest Grade Father 
Completed 
Less than 8th grade 3 1 0 0  
8th grade 7 4 3  5 7  
S ome high school 1 1  5 5  4 5  
4 years o f  h igh school 2 8  5 0  5 0  
S ome col l ege 1 3  3 8  6 2  
Bache lor ' s  degree 1 0  3 0  7 0  
Graduate stud i e s  3 3 3  67  
7 3  
% H igh � 0 Low 
N Prejud ice Prejud ice 
1 1 . Highest Grade Mother 
Compl eted 
· Less than 8 th grade None 
8 th grade 3 3 3  6 7  
Some h igh school 7 2 9  7 1  
4 years o f  high schoo l 3 3  5 5  4 5  
S ome col lege 2 3  3 9  6 1  
Bachel or ' s  degree 6 17 8 3  
Graduate stud ies 3 3 3  67  
12 . Pol it ical Party Pre ference 
Republ ican 3 9  4 6  5 4  
Democrat 2 3  4 8  52  
Other 1 3  2 3  7 7  
1 3 . Church Affi l i ation 
Cathol ic 2 9  3 4  6 6  
Protestant 3 6  5 3  4 7  
Other 3 3 3  6 7  
None 7 2 9  7 1  
14 . Protestant Denominat ion 
Lutheran 17 5 9  4 1  
Presbyterian 2 5 0  5 0  
Bapt ist 5 2 0  8 0  
Episcopal 1 
Christian Science 
Church of  Christ 1 
Methodist 1 0  5 0  5 0  
Assembly of  God 1 
15 . Often Attended Church 
Weekly 2 5  2 8  7 2  
Monthly 8 5 0  5 0  
Seldom 3 5  4 9  5 1  
Never 7 5 7  4 3  
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Tab le 13 
Authoritarianism with Demographic Variables 
9c 0 Low 9c 0 H igh 
Author it- Author it-
N a rian i sm a rianism 
1 .  Maj or 
Educat ion 8 6 3  3 7  
Bus iness 3 5  2 9  7 1  
Communicat ions 6 8 3  1 7  
Industrial  Arts 3 1 0 0  
Science & Math 7 8 6  14  
S ocial  Science 4 1 0 0  
Fine Arts 1 
Phys ical Educat ion 4 5 0  5 0  
Other 1 0  5 0  5 0  
2 .  S i z e of  Community 
C ity ( 1 0 , 0 0 0  o r  more ) 1 6  5 0  5 0  
Town ( 2 , 5 0 0  to 9 , 9 9 9 ) 3 0  5 0  5 0  
Town ( l ess than 2 , 5 00 )  2 1  4 8  5 2  
Farm ( outs ide city l imits ) 1 0  4 0  6 0  
Non- farm 
( outs ide city l imits ) 1 
3 .  Father ' s  Occupat ion 
Blue Col lar 2 5  5 2  4 8  
Profes s i onal 1 1 - 4 5  5 5  
Clerical 1 
S a l es 8 6 3  3 7  
Other 3 3  3 9  6 1  
4 .  Mother ' s  Occupat ion 
Blue Col l ar 12  50  5 0  
Professiona l 1 0  6 0  4 0  
Clerical 14 2 9  7 1  
Sales 3 3 3  6 7  
Housewife 3 0  6 0  4 0  
Other 9 2 2  7 8  
5 .  Age Category 
1 6 -2 0 67  4 8  5 2  
2 1-2 5 3 3 3  6 7  
2 6 -3 0 7 4 3  5 7  
3 1 -3 5 1 
6 .  S ex 
Mal e  3 0  5 7  4 3  
Female 47  4 3  5 7  
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% Low � 0 High 
Author it- Author it-
N ariani sm arianism 
14 . Protestant Denominat ion 
Lutheran 1 8  3 3  6 7  
Presbyterian 2 5 0  5 0  
Bapt i st 6 3 3  6 7  
Ep iscopal · 1 
Christian Science 1 
Church of  Christ 
Methodist 10  50  5 0  
Assembly o f  God 1 
1 5 . Often Attended Church 
Weekly 2 6  54  4 6  
Monthly 8 5 0  5 0  
Seldom 3 7  4 1  5 9  
Never 7 5 7  4 3  
Chapter VI 
Di scuss ion 
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This  chapter wi l l  rel ate the find ings p resented i n  
Chapter I V  to the stated obj ect ives o f  this  research . Also 
included in thi s  chapter are any relevant observations and 
imp l icat ions that may be derived from the data . 
A .  Obj ect ive 1 .  The degree and pattern of prej udice in a 
sample o f  South Dakota respondents . 
It was expected by this researcher , because o f  the 
1 9 8 3  Univers ity of s outh Dakota study and personal experi­
ence , that a l arge number of those surveyed in  this  study 
would exhibit moderate to high degrees of prej ud i ce aga inst 
Indian peop l e . The research data provided only moderate 
support for this  expectat ion in that the mean for the ind i ­
vidual prej udice sca l e  was 3 . 2 6 .  ( A  1 indicates h igh p rej u­
dice whi l e  a 5 indicates l ower prej udice . )  Further , the 
frequency respons es on the P Scale items general ly indicate 
moderate host il ity toward Indian people . ( See Append ix C . ) 
Given bel iefs expre ssed by researchers in the field that 
rac ist att itudes are not as readi ly or expl icitly expressed 
today because o f  acceptab i l ity and " societal " :pressure and 
that more subtle tests of rac ism may be in order ( more on 
thi s  in the conclud ing chapter ) , th is researcher ' s  mean o f  
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3 . 2 6 may very wel l underestimate the degree o f  prej udi ce in 
South Dakota . 
The conclus ion regarding the pattern o f  prej udice is 
that the degree o f  prej ud ice is fairly evenl y  spread among 
the populat ion of S outh . Dakota . ( See Table 1 0 . )  The data 
may a l so argue aga inst a s impl istic view of the contact 
hypothes i s  that ma inta ins that increased interaction between 
members of the maj ority and any minority group makes for 
more favorab l e  attitudes on the part of  the maj ority ( Hraba , 
5 5 ) . The reader w i l l  note that as the mean prej ud ice scores 
become higher ( but the d � f ference , aga in , is not stat i st i ­
cal ly s igni f icant ) the further one moves from contact and 
interaction ( from reservation count ies to other count ies ) 
with native peopl es . 
Further ,  the data indicates that the samp l e  
ident i fied with the ir community ' s  att itude toward Indian 
people (more on th is  when theories o f  prej udice are 
di scus sed ) . 
B .  Obj ective 2 .  Sources of prej udice and the possible 
funct ions served by prej udice . 
Does the reveal ed prej udice stem from external i z a­
tion factors ( authoritarianism ) , from learned and s i tua­
tional factors ( s oc iocultural ) , or from both o f  these? 
First , the examinat ion of the findings that are 
rel ated to authoritarian ism and prej udice is in order . This 
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researcher fa i l ed to  f ind any stat i stica l ly s ign i f icant 
rel at ionsh ip between authoritarianism and prej udice . Table 
1 reveal ed the f indings of  the Chi-square test for author­
itarianism and prej udice . It was reveal ing to discover that 
there were a lmost as many low authoritarians who were 
highly prej udiced { 1 4 )  as there were high authoritarians 
that were highly prej ud iced ( 1 7 ) . 
Als o , as  indicated in Chapter IV , one woul d  a ssume 
that in areas where there were higher prej udice scores there 
would a l so exist higher authoritarianism scores . Thi s  was 
not the case . The F Scale means by region were very s imi lar 
wh ile  there was some d i fference in P Scale means by region . 
This  would l ead the researcher to look for other reasons 
than authoritariani sm as  sources of  prej udicial att i tudes . 
Although a product moment correlation ( Pearson r )  
between authoritarianism and prej ud ice produces a coe f f i ­
cient o f  . 2 7 ,  the deta i l ed analyses of  the F Sca l e ' s  
rel at ionship with ant i - Indian prej udice { See Tab l e  8 )  
revealed that there is  l ittle reason to bel ieve that 
authoritarianism contributes very much to the prej ud icial 
att itudes displayed . It is  o f  some interest to note that 
Lindsey ( 1 9 5 0 )  and McCardless { 19 6 1 )  reported a bel i e f  that 
personal ity factors ( high authoritarianism)  we�e important 
factors in prej udice in that they he ightened the need 
to conform . With that in m ind , an examinat ion o f  Tab l e  9 
( prej udice and con formity scale items ) reveal s  s ome 
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interesting results . Items number three and thi rteen 
produce the greatest d i f ference between the high prej udice 
respondents and the less prej ud iced respondents . Each o f  
these items i s  very cl ear as t o  the need t o  " adhere t o  
convent ion"  and t o  " conform t o  the pass ing demands o f  the 
world , "  but it was the " l ow prej ud iced " respondent who more 
often agreed to these items . 
Given the very l imited evidence that there may be  
some psychol og ical factors at  work in  exp l a ining the l evel 
of  prej udice of  indiv idua l s , it is  clear to thi s  researcher 
that one must turn to sociocultura l and s ituat ional factors 
in order to exp l a in the prej udice demonstrated . 
I f  most prej ud ice is  acquired much as  any other 
aspect o f  cul ture , by learning group norms and values , then 
there should be a rel ationship between normative prej ud ice 
and individual prej ud ice . Table 4 demonstrates that such a 
rel ationship does exist and the relationship is  s ign i f icant 
at even the . 0 1 l evel . This  relat ionsh ip a l so exi sts when 
the researcher contro l s  for con formity pronenes s .  ( See 
Tables 6 and 7 . ) 
It should a l so be pointed out that the degree o f  
consi stency i n  the pattern o f  prej udice i n  South Dakota ( S ee 
Table 1 0 ) may lend support to the sociocultural expl anat ion 
for p rej ud ice . What may have been revealed in th is  rel at ive 
consi stency is  a cultural pattern of  prej udice that is  
shared b y a lmost all  members of  a South Dakota cul ture . 
Demographic Variab l es 
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This  researcher has provided the reader with a 
summary of  the demographic variables and the ir rel at ionship 
to prej udi ce in  Tabl e  12 . Some of  these variab l es ( sex , 
res idency , church attendance , and pol itical party ) a re o f  
special interest because they are among the variab l es that 
Pett igrew ( 1 9 5 9 ) found to be rel evant in h i s  study o f  S outh 
African and American prej udice . These variables were found 
to be of interest to Pett igrew because they " re fl ected the 
dominant norms " and were there fore use ful in expla ining the 
importance o f  the cultural mil ieu in shap ing attitudes . His 
reasoning in general was that res idents , the nat ive born , 
the dominant pol itical party , the upwardly mob i l e  and women 
( because they are the " carriers of culture " )  woul d  be 
particularly respons ive to the preva il ing norms regardless 
o f  the i r  ba s i c  persona l ity structure . 
In l ine with Pett igrew ' s  findings , respondents in 
this study produced s imilar responses but in a rather 
convoluted manner . With the mean prej udice scores by region 
in mind ( S ee Table 1 0 ) , it is  of  some interest that 
res idents of S outh Dakota had more high prej udice scores 
than nonres idents , that frequent church attenders revea led 
less prej udice than others and females also had fewer high 
prej ud ice scores than ma les . O f  all  these variables , 
perhaps sex is  the most interest ing . Th is part icul a r  
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variable is  o f  some interest because when a cross tabulat ion 
was run on conformity proneness with males and fema l es , it 
was discovered that ma les were also more con formity prone 
than females . ( S ee Table 14 . )  
Table 14 . Cros stabulat ion between con formity proneness and 
sex . 
Cel l N 
Row % 
Column% 
Bel ow Mean 
Con formity 
Above Mean 
Conformity 
Chi S quare = 1 2 . 0 5 
Mal e  
1 0  
2 3 . 3  
3 2 . 3  
2 1  
6 0  
6 7 . 7  
df = 2 
Femal e  
3 3  
7 6 . 7  
7 0 . 2  
1 4  
4 0  
2 9 . 8  
p = . 0 0 2  
Thus i t  appears that it i s  possible that the higher 
prej udice scores that ma les produced were perhaps because 
they were more conformist . When the reader examines the 
demograph ic variables and the ir relationship with authori-
tarianism ( Table 1 3 ) , it i s  discovered that genera l ly 
females scored in the h igh authoritarian category ( 5 7 % )  more 
often than ma les ( 4 3 % )  . Al though there is  no stat i st i ca l ly 
s igni f icant relati onship , what can be tentatively concluded 
from this examinat i on is that it is poss ible that the women 
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surveyed who scored i n  the high prej udice category may have 
more of an authoritarian persona l ity structure . 
Funct ions Served by Prej udice . 
The funct i ons that prej udic ial attitudes may serve 
for the individual were di scussed in the f irst chapter . 
These funct ions i nc lude : ( 1 )  obj ect appra isal ( 2 )  social 
adj ustment and ( 3 )  externa l i z ation . The obj ect appra isal  
funct ion re fers to the role  that prej udice pl ays in help ing 
to organi z e  and understand real ity as de fined by one ' s  
culture . The soc i a l  adj ustment function serves to a id the 
individua l by contr ibut ing to one ' s  ident i f icat ion o r  
di fferentiation from reference groups . And the external ­
i z at ion function serves t o  protect the indiv idua l ' s  ego from 
the ir own unacceptabl e  impul ses . S ince the externa l i z at ion 
funct ion is most c l osely tied to the psychological school of  
research whi l e  the other two funct ions are more closely t i ed 
to the sociocultura l school , the researcher can gain some 
ins ight into the rel at ive importance of these funct ions by 
determining wh ich school best exp l a ins the prej ud ice 
d ispl ayed by the respondents . Thi s  would lead the 
researcher to conclude that it is  probable that the two 
functi ons of obj ect appra i sal and social adj ustment are most 
o ften s erved by the existing prej udice . Thi s  conclus ion can 
be reached because of the preceding discuss ion regardi ng 
rel at ions o f  prej udice and authoritarianism . It i s  a l s o  
8 4  
l ikely that of  the two functions ( obj ect appra isal  and 
social adj ustment ) the one that is  most important is obj ect 
appra isal . Thi s  conclus ion can be reached a fter one 
examines the minute change in the Partial Corre l at ion 
Coeffic ient for norm prej udice and individual prej udice 
when conformity proneness is " partialed out " ( from . 2 5 3  to 
. 2 4 9 ) . Additional evidence that the obj ect appra i s a l  
function may b e  served is  that the geographical mean scores 
of individua l prej udice were higher than the geographical 
mean scores o f  normat ive prej udice . ( See Appendi x  C . ) Also 
the external i zation function is minimal at best s ince there 
i s  very l ittle evidence for a rel ationship between prej udice 
and authoritarian i sm . 
In  summary , it is the bel ief of  this  researcher that 
the order of importance of the attitude funct ions are : ( 1 ) 
obj ect appraisal  ( 2 )  soc ia l  adj ustment and ( 3 )  external i za­
t ion . More di scuss ion of  the functions of  prej udice w i l l  be 
forthcoming in the fol l owing sect ion when the rel at ionship 
between prej udice and discriminat ion is  presented . 
c .  Obj ect ive 3 .  The role o f  prej udice in discriminat ion . 
Table 3 makes it c lear that there is a stat i stica l ly 
s igni f icant rel at i onsh ip between prej ud ice and discrimina­
tion . Although thi s  relationship ex ists , the strength of 
the rel ationship is not great ( Phi = . 2 5 ) . It  i s  the data 
and stati st ics presented in Table 3 that a l l ows thi s  
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researcher t o  conclude , l ike Martin ( 19 8 4 ) , that there i s  a 
bas ic cons i stency between att itudes and behavior and that 
attitudes give direct ion and cons istency to behav i or but 
need not predict any given act ion . It is here that Robert 
Merton ' s  typo logy becomes useful . Merton ' s  model suggests 
( see pages 2 9 -3 0  of dissertat ion )  that prej udi ce and d i s ­
crimination are n o t  always correlated and that the correla­
tion one does get may indicate support for the psycholog ical 
perspect ive ; that there are prej ud iced people o r  tol erant 
peopl e ,  who may be expected to act in accordance with the ir 
att itudes and it may also provide evidence for s ituated 
prej udice ; that nonconsonant attitudes and behaviors are the 
result o f  social  s ituat iona l pressures brought to bear on 
the individual . Thi s  researcher ' s  results prov ide s ome 
evidence for Merton { 1 9 4 9 )  and Kelman ' s  ( 1 9 5 8 ) ins ights in 
that a cros stabul at ion revealed twenty-three active b igots 
and twenty-three a l l -weather l ibera l s . When high author­
itarianism was control led for , it was discovered that 
thirteen of  the twenty-three active bigots and f i fteen of 
the twenty-three a l l -weather l iberals rema ined . { S ee Table 
1 5 . )  Also , of  the twenty fa ir-weather l ibera l s  and the nine 
timid bigots , when high con formity was control l ed for , nine 
fa ir-weather l ibera l s  and five timid bigots rema ined . ( S ee 
Table 1 6 . )  
Tabl e  15 . Cros stabulat ion between discriminat ion and 
prej ud ice when control l ing for high 
authoritarian i sm . 
Cel l N 
Row % 
Column % 
High Discr iminat ion 
Low Di scriminat ion 
Chi-square = 5 . 9 7 0  
High Prej udice Low Prej udice 
1 3  7 
6 5  3 5  
7 6 . 5  3 1 . 8  
4 1 5  
2 1  7 9  
2 3 . 5  6 8 . 2  
df = 1 p = . 0 14  Ph i = . 4 4 2  
Table 1 6 . Cros stabulation between discrimination and 
prej udice when control l ing for h igh conformity 
proneness . 
Cel l N 
Row % 
Column % 
High Di scriminat ion 
Low Di scrimination 
Ch i square = . 8 05  df 
High Prej udice Low Prej ud ice 
12 9 
57 . 1  4 2 . 9  
7 0 . 6  5 0  
5 9 
3 5 . 7  6 4 . 3  
2 9 . 4  5 0  
= 1 p = . 3 6 Phi = . 2 1 
As indicated in the l iterature review ,  Warner and 
Dennis ( 1 9 7 0 , 4 9 2 ) bel ieved that the prej udiced non-
discriminators ( t im id b igots ) were conforming , through the 
process of compl iance and identificati on , to group norms . 
8 6  
I t  was Kelman ' s  content ion that this type o f  con formity wa s 
8 7  
in the serv ice o f  the social adj ustment o r  obj ect appra isal 
functions o f  prej udice ( 1 9 6 1 , 6 3 ) . Kelman a l s o  bel ieved 
that those Merton would clas s i fy as active b igots may be 
conforming because the behavior is congruent with h i s  value 
system that thi s  may be typical of  the authoritarian indi­
vidual ( 1 9 6 1 : 6 5 - 6 6 ) . Thi s  type of  behavior i s  probabl y  in 
service o f  the external i zat ion funct ion . 
Another very important variabl e  in the rel at ionship 
between prej udice and discriminat ion that was g iven atten­
t ion in thi s  researcher ' s  l iterature review was soc ial  
distance or int imacy . This research conf irmed the impor­
tance of int imacy of contact with a minority group and 
discr iminat ion . ( S ee Tabl e  5 in Chapter IV . ) The Chi - square 
for these variables revealed a stat istical ly s igni f i cant 
rel ationship at the . 0 0 6  l evel , and it also produced a Phi 
of  . 3 3 .  This  rel at ionship can also be demonstrated with 
Tabl e 17 . This  indicates the frequency and percentage o f  
the respondent that would b e  wil l ing ,  unwi l l ing or undec ided 
about engaging in the three activities l i sted . Addit ional 
support for the importance o f  int imacy of contact comes from 
the Partial Corre l ation Coe fficients . The reader wi l l  
reca l l  that the z ero order partial was . 2 5 3  and the f irst 
order partial was . 1 4 9  ind icating that intimacy of contact 
does intervene in a meaningful way . 
Table 17 . Re sponse to I nt imacy Scale Items . 
Wi l l ing Undec ided 
1 .  Eat with an Indian . 6 3  8 
( Least Intimate ) ( 7 9 . 7 % ) ( 1 0 . 1 % )  
2 .  Take a trip with an Indian . 4 6  1 7  
( 5 8 . 2 % )  ( 2 1 . 5 % ) 
3 .  Introduce an Indian to a 3 4  2 0  
rel ative on a b l ind date . ( 4 3 . 0 % ) ( 2 5 . 3 % )  
(Most I nt imate ) 
8 8  
Unwi l l ing: 
8 
( 1 0 . 1 % )  
1 6  
( 2 0 . 3 % ) 
2 5  
( 3 1 . 6 % )  
I t  i s  c l ear from Table 5 ,  Table 17 , and the Part ial 
Correl at ion Coe f f ic ients that int imacy of  contact is 
pos itively rel ated to the degree to which a person w i l l  be 
wil l ing to engage in a stated act iv ity . 
Chapter VI I 
Summary and Conclus ion 
A .  Summary o f  the Study . 
1 .  The Probl em and How Tested . 
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The research proj ect was undertaken t o  expand the 
knowl edge base regarding the patterns o f  prej udice 
in S outh Dakota , its source , and its rol e  in 
d iscrimination . This researcher adm i n istered a 
survey instrument to 1 0 1 · col l ege freshmen enro l l ed 
at a state col l ege in South Dakota o f  whi ch 8 0  
were returned . This sample responded to a ques-
tionna ire that was des igned to measure the degree 
of prej ud ice , authoritariani sm , conformity prone-
ness , soc i a l  di stance , and behavior tendenci e s . 
The quest ionna ire also included a number o f  back-
ground questions . 
2 .  Hypotheses Find ings Summary . 
a .  Hypotheses drawn from authoritarian persona l-
ity theory . 
H1 : The more authoritarian the individual , 
the more prej ud ice he/ she wi l l  d i sp l ay . 
Th i s  hypothes i s  was rej ected . There was no 
s ign i f icant stat istical relationship between 
authoritarianism and prej udice att itudes .  
) 
H2 : The more authoritarian the ind ividua l , 
the more l ikely hej she wi l l  engage i n  
di scriminatory behavior . 
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Thi s  hypothesis  was a l s o  rej ected . There was 
no s igni ficant statistical relat ionship 
between authoritarianism and discrimination . 
b .  Hypothe ses drawn from the soci ocultural 
perspect ive . 
H3 : There will  be a s igni f icant rel at ionship 
between initial attitudes ( prej udice ) 
and overt behavior ( discriminat i on )  . 
Thi s  hypothesis  wa s accepted . There was a 
stat i stical ly s ign i ficant rel ationship 
between prej udice and discrimination . The 
Phi coef ficient produced a strength o f  
relationship value o f  . 2 5 3 . 
H4 : A sign i f icant number o f  those samp l ed 
wi l l  have an att itude o f  prej udice very 
close to the perce ived prej udice ( norm)  
o f  the ir commun ity . 
Thi s  hypothes i s  was also accepted . There is  
a stat ist ically signi ficant relationship 
between the perce ived community norm o f  
prej udice and a n  individua l ' s  personal 
prej ud ice . Not only is there a s ign i f icant 
relationship , but the strength of  the rel a-
t i onship coe fficient ( Phi ) was . 4 9 6 . 
H5 : There w i l l  be a stat istical ly s igni f i ­
cant relationship between int imacy of  
contact and di scrimination ( regardless 
o f  att itudes ) . . 
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Th i s  hypothes i s was also accepted . I nt imacy 
of contact proved to be an important variable 
in  the individual ' s  behavior cons iderations . 
H6 : The more conformity prone the 
individual , the greater w i l l be  the 
relationship between perceived community 
norms and the individual ' s  pre j udi c i a l  
att itudes . 
Th i s  last hypothes is was rej ected . Con-
forrnity proneness was not an important 
intervening variable in that it d id not . 
a ffect the relationship between i nd iv idual 
prej udice and perce ived community prej ud ice . 
3 .  Non-Stat i stical and Unhypothis i z ed Findings 
Summary . 
Upon examin ing the F Scale ( authoritarian i sm ) it 
was found that the more highly prej udiced respon-
dents did not agree more often to the F Scale  
items than did those who were less  prej ud i ced . 
This  resea rcher concluded from these and other 
data that authoritarianism is probably not much 
of a factor in the prej udice displayed by those 
surveyed . 
When prej ud ice and authoritarian i sm were 
examined by geographical area , it was found that 
mean prej ud ice varied sl ightly throughout the 
state , but mean authoritarianism was a lmost 
constant . 
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The demograph ic variables did not l end 
very much in format ion regarding prej udice except 
to moderately support Pett igrew ' s  f ind ings that 
certa in demographic variables ( res idency ) may be 
important variables because they refl ected support 
for the dominant cultural norm . 
B .  Conclus i ons . 
The results from testing the hypotheses in thi s  study 
provides ev idence for the soc iocultural expl anation of  
prej ud ice and di scriminat ion . 
Externa l i zed factors were shown to be only 
mi ldly assoc i ated with prej udice whi l e  the s oc i o­
cultura l and s ituat i onal factors were shown to  b e  
s ign i f icant i n  expla ining prej udice and discrim i ­
nat ion . 
S im i l ar factors appear to pred i spose peopl e  to 
accept prej ud iced bel iefs , norms , and values in the 
various regions of the state . 
c .  Impl icat ions . 
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Thi s  research provides support primarily for the 
sociocultura l expl anations of prej ud ice and by doing so 
impl ies that regions or people with he ightened prej u­
dice agai nst Indian people can not necessarily be 
thought o f  as harboring more authoritarianism ; but 
instead they probably are re fl ecting the op inion o f  
hi storical , cultural , and social factors . Thi s  can be 
seen as encouragement to those who are interested in 
combating rac i sm in that the di scriminatory act ions of 
individual s  are less dependent on prej udic i a l  att itudes 
and more dependent on the preva il ing norms . I t  seems 
to th is  researcher that it would be eas ier to re­
structure cul tural norms than bas ic personal ity 
structures . 
Of  the obj ect appra isal and social adj ustment 
funct ions of prej udice , this study provided l im ited 
evidence for prej ud ice ( in South Dakota ) provid ing 
primarily for the obj ect appra isal function . I f  th is  
is  true , then more e f fort should be made to examine the 
rol e that cogn it ive structures may play in the 
development of our conceptions of social groups and 
interpersonal behavior . 
1 .  Limitat ions and Recommendations . 
a .  Limitat ions . 
s evera l l imitat ions to this study must be noted . 
) 
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Fi rst , a larger sample s i ze would have a l l owed 
thi s  researcher to examine relat i onships that 
might ex i st with in the geographical regions as 
wel l  as a l l ow ing for greater genera l i z ab i l i ty of  
the find ings . At it turned out , a l a rge percent­
age of those surveyed were from one geographical 
area with in the state of  South Dakota . Thi s  
restricted the conclus ions that could be  drawn 
from the data . Second , a measure o f  normat ive 
discrimination wa s not included in thi s  research 
so it was not . pos s ible to determine the e f fect of  
conformity proneness on  discriminatory behav ior . 
Instead the impact of con formity pronenes s  was 
measured primarily on the relat ionship between 
normat ive prej udice and individual pre j udi ce . 
Thi rd , sel ectivity may have also been operating in 
that the col l ege surveyed i s  known to have a l arge 
number of I ndian students , thus it is poss ibl e  
that more of  the less prej udiced students s e l ected 
the institut ion to attend than the more prej ud iced 
students . The pos s ib i l ity of  select iv ity may have 
produced a b iased sample . 
b .  Recommendat ions . 
Al though th i s  research provided ins ight into the 
patterns of prej udice , source of prej ud�ce and its 
behav ioral impl icati ons , future research may want 
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t o  examine i n  more detail the obj ect appra isal and 
soc ial adj ustment factors of  prej udice i n  S outh 
Dakota . By do ing so , perhaps the cul tural pres­
sures can be isol ated and better understood . 
S ince thi s  research has provided more support for 
the importance of  s ituated prej udice than person­
al ity theory as an explanation for prej ud ice , it 
would seem useful to examine the soc ial  processes 
that produce adherence to group norms and the 
factors that affect the extent of th i s  conformity 
to group norms . It a l so seems that more research 
on how cognitive funct ions trans l ate the i r  
e f fects into instances of  stereotypi ng , and 
d iscriminat ion is cal led for . 
Further recommendat ions would include 
engaging in a s imilar study in other p arts of the 
state and in surrounding states to provide support 
for th is  research . 
Lastly this  researcher would recommend 
that more subtle measures of prej ud ice be used in 
l ight of the growing sophisticat ion of the 
popul ace . Perhaps more prej ud ice ex ists in th is 
state and e l sewhere than was tapped . by thi s  
researcher ' s  measure of  prej udice . 
) 
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Scale I - Pettigrew ' s  Mod i fied F sca l e  
1 .  Nowadays when so many dif ferent kinds of  peopl e  move 
around and mix together so much , a person has to be 
especial ly careful not to catch an infect ion or disease 
from them . 
2 .  There is  hardly anything lower than a person who does 
not feel a great l ove and respect for h i s  parents . 
3 .  Peop l e  can be put into two distinct classes : the weak 
and the strong . 
4 .  Most o f  our social problems would be s olved i f  we could 
somehow get rid o f  the immoral ,  crooked , and feeb l e  
minded peopl e .  
5 .  The most important thing a child should l earn i s  
obedience t o  h i s  parents . 
6 .  Every person should have faith in some supernatural 
power whos e  dec i s i ons he obeys without question . 
7 .  When a person has a problem or worry , it i s  best for 
him not to th ink about it , but to keep busy with more 
cheerful things . 
8 .  Nowadays more and more people are prying into matters 
that should rema in private and personal . 
9 .  I f  peop l e  woul d  talk less and work more , everybody 
would be better o f f . 
1 0 . An insult to our honor should always be puni shed . 
1 1 . No sane , normal person would ever think of  hurting a 
close friend or rel at ive . 
12 . Science has its place , but there are many important 
things that can never poss ibly be understood by the 
human mind . 
1 3 . Some day it w i l l  probably be shown that astrol ogy can 
explain a l ot of th ings . 
Sca l e  I I  - Pettigrew ' s  Conformity S ca l e  
1 .  I t ' s  better to go al ong with the crowd than to b e  a 
martyr . 
2 .  When almost everyone agrees on someth ing , there i s  
l ittl e  reason t o  oppose it . 
3 .  Adherence to convention produces the best kind o f  
citi z en . 
1 0 7  
4 .  To be success ful , a group ' s  members must act and think 
al ike . 
5 .  It  is  important for friends to have s imi l ar op in ions . 
6 .  I t  is  more important to be loyal and to conform to  our 
own group than to try to cooperate with other groups . 
7 .  We should a lter our needs to fit society ' s  demands 
rather than change soc iety to fit our needs . 
8 .  A good group member should agree with the other 
members . 
9 .  I t  is best not to express your views when in  the com­
pany of friends who disagree with you . 
1 0 . Before a person does something , he should try to con­
s ider how his friends will  react to it . 
1 1 . To become a succes s  these days , a person has to act in 
the way that others expect him to act . 
12 . A group cannot expect to ma inta in its identity unl ess 
its members all think and feel in very much the same 
way . 
1 3 . It  is  one ' s  duty to conform to the pass ing demands of 
the world and to suppress those personal des ires that 
do not fit these demands . 
1 4 . A person shoul d  adapt his ideas and his  behavior to the 
group that happens to be with him at the t ime . 
1 5 . It  is  extremely uncomfortable to go acc idental l y  to a 
formal party in street cl oths . 
1 6 . To get along wel l  in a group , you have to fol l ow the 
l ead of others . 
Scal e I I I  - Ant i-Indian Prej ud ice 
1 .  Are honest 
2 .  Tend to improve any group with which they come i n  
contact 
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3 .  I cons ider i t  a privilege to associate with thi s  group 
4 .  Are on a level with my own group 
5 .  Are rel ig ious ly incl ined 
6 .  Are cons iderate o f  others 
7 .  Can be resourceful when necessary 
8 .  Should be regarded as any other group 
9 .  Are equa l in intel l igence to the average person 
1 0 . I have no part icul ar love or hatred for thi s  group 
1 1 . Are o f  a gregarious nature 
12 . I suppose the se people are- a l l  right , but I ' ve never 
l iked them 
1 3 . Have a tendency toward insubordinat ion 
14 . Are envious of others 
1 5 . Are discourteous 
1 6 . Are sl ow and unimag inat ive 
17 . Are the most desp icab le people in the world 
Sca l e  IV - Behaviora l Contact Scale 
1 .  Eat ing with an Indian 
2 .  Taking a trip with an Indian 
3 .  Introduc ing an I ndian to a relative on a bl irtd date 
1 0 9  
) 
Scale V - Behavioral Intent ions S c a l e  
1 .  Attend the annual Indian club pow-pow 
2 .  Attend scheduled seminars on Indian culture 
3 .  Enro l l  in a c l as s  on Indian culture 
1 1 0  
4 .  Attend a speaker tal king about Indi an-wh ite rel ations 
) 
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I am do ing a survey of how students feel about 
things in general and specifica l ly what you think about 
American Indians . Please f i l l  out th is survey as completely 
�s you can . DO NOT put your name on the survey . It is to 
be completely anonymous .  I want to stress the fact that it 
is anonymous so you w i l l  feel free to be comp l etely honest 
in your responses . Pl ease avo id placing your answer on the 
l ines on the l e ft s ide of the survey . These l ines are for 
scoring purposes only . Thank you . 
Be fore you beg in the questionna ire , p l ea s e  f i l l  in 
the fol l owing questions : 
1 .  In  what area are you maj oring? ( I f  undec ided , 
g ive probable maj or area . ) 
( 1 ) Education 
( 2 ) Bus iness 
( 3 )  . Communicat ions 
( 4 ) Industrial Arts 
( 5 )  Sc ience & Math 
( 6 ) Social Science 
( 7 )  Fine Arts 
( 8 )  Phys ical Educat ion 
( 9 )  Other ( Please spec i fy . ) 
2 .  What s i z e  o f  Commun ity do you come from? 
( 1 ) C ity ( 1 0 , 0 0 0  people or more ) 
( 2 ) Town ( 2 , 5 0 0  to 9 , 9 9 9  peopl e )  
( 3 )  Smal l Town ( l ess than 2 , 5 0 0  people )  
( 4 )  Farm , outs ide city l imits 
( 5 )  Non-farm , outs ide c ity l imits 
3 .  What i s  or was your father ' s  occupat i onal 
category? 
( 1 )  Blue Collar 
( 2 ) Pro fes s ional 
( 3 )  Clerical 
( 4 )  Sales 
( 5 )  Other ( Please spec i fy . ) 
4 .  What i s  or was your mother ' s  occupat i onal 
category? 
( 1 ) Blue Col lar 
( 2 )  Profess ional 
( 3 )  Cl erical 
( 4 )  Sales 
( 5 )  Housewi fe 
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( 6 )  Other ( Please speci fy . )  ----------------
5 .  What i s  your age category? 
( 1 )  1 6 -2 0 
( 2 )  2 1 -2 5 
( 3 )  2 6 -3 0 
( 4 ) 3 1 - 3 5 
( 5 )  3 6 -4 0 
( 6 ) over 4 0  
6 .  What i s  your sex? 
Mal e  
Fema l e  
) 
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7 .  What i s  your . marital status? 
( 1 )  S ingle 
( 2 )  Marr ied 
( 3 )  Other ( Please speci fy . ) 
8 .  Are you a resident of South Dakota ?  
( 1 )  Yes 
( 2 )  No 
9 .  I f  you checked NO to the question above , p l ease 
indicate wh ich state or country you came from . 
1 0 . I f  you are a res ident of  South Dakota , which 
county did you last l ive in? 
1 1 . Where were you born? 
( 1 ) In South Dakota 
( 2 )  outs ide of South Dakota ( Pl ea s e  
indicate state born . ) ------------------
12 . What i s  the highest grade of year in school  your 
father comp l eted? 
( 1 )  Less than 8th grade 
( 2 )  8 th grade 
( 3 )  S ome high school 
( 4 )  4 years of high school 
( 5 )  S ome col l ege 
( 6 )  Bachel or ' s  Degree 
( 7 )  Graduate studies 
I 
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1 3 . What i s  the highest grade or year in school your 
mother compl eted? 
( 1 } Less than 8th grade 
( 2 }  8 th grade 
( 3 }  S ome high school 
( 4 )  4 years of high school 
( 5 )  Some col lege 
( 6 )  Bachelor ' s  Degree 
( 7 )  Graduate studies 
14 . What i s  your pol it ical party preference? 
( 1 } - Republ ican 
( 2 }  Democrat 
( 3 }  Other ( Please spec i fy . ) 
1 5 . What i s  your church· a f f i l i ation? 
( 1 ) Cathol ic 
( 2 }  Protestant 
( 3 }  Other ( Pl ease spec i fy . ) 
( 4 )  None 
----------------
----------------
1 6 . I f  you marked Protestant above , please ind icate 
which denominat ion . 
( 1 } Lutheran 
( 2 ) Presbyter ian 
( 3 )  Bapt ist 
( 4 ) Ep iscopal 
( 5 ) Christian Science 
� 3 
) 
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( 6 )  Church o f  Christ 
( 7 )  Methodist 
( 8 )  As sembly of  God 
( 9 )  Other ( Please speci fy . ) 
17 . How o ften do you attend church? 
( 1 ) Weekly 
( 2 )  Monthly 
( 3 )  Seldom 
( 4 )  Never 
Here are some statements about things s ome peop l e  
bel ieve or feel . Indicate with an X how much you agree or 
di sagree with each . 
1 .  Nowadays when so many d i f ferent kinds o f  peop l e  move 
around and mix together so much , a person has to be 
espec i a l l y  care ful not to catch an infecti on or 
disease from them . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Disagree 
1 
Disagr�e 
S trongly 
2 .  There is  hardly anyth ing lower than a person who 
does not feel a great l ove and respect for h i s  
parents . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Disagree 
1 
Di sagree 
Strongly 
3 .  Peop l e  can be put into two distinct classes : the 
week and the strong . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undec ided 
2 
Disagree 
1 
D isagree 
Strongly 
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4 .  Most of  our social probl ems would be solved i f  we 
could s omehow get rid of the immora l ,  crooked and 
feeb leminded peopl e .  
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Di sagree 
1 
Disagree 
S trongly 
5 .  The most important th ing a child should l earn i s  
obedience t o  his/her parents . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Disagree 
1 
Disagree 
Strongly 
6 .  Every person should have faith in some supernatural 
power who se dec is ions he/ she obeys without question . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Di sagree 
1 
D i sagree 
Strongly 
7 .  When a person has a problem or worry , it i s  best for 
him/her to th ink about it but to keep busy with more 
cheerful th ings . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Di sagree 
1 
Disagree 
Strongly 
a .  Nowadays more and more people are prying into 
matters that should rema in private and persona l . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undec ided 
2 
Disagree 
1 
D i s agree 
S trongly 
� .... 
3 
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9 .  I f  peopl e would talk less and work more , everybody 
would be better off . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Disagree 
1 
Disagree 
Strongly 
1 0 . An insult to our honor should always be  pun ished . 
5 4 
Agree Agree 
Strongly 
1 1 . No sane , norma l 
close friend or 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
person would 
relative .  
3 
Undecided 
2 
Disagree 
ever think o f  
2 
Disagree 
1 
Disagree 
Strongly 
hurting a 
1 
D i s agree 
Strongly 
12 . Sc ience has its place , but there are many important 
things that can never pbssibly be understood by the 
human mind . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
1 3 . S ome day it 
can expl a i n  
5 4 
Agree Agree 
Strongly 
3 
Undec ided 
will  probably be 
a lot of things . 
3 
Undec ided 
14 . It ' s  better to go al ong with 
martyr . 
5 4 3 
Agree Agree Undeci ded 
Strongly 
2 
Disagree 
shown that 
2 
Di sagree 
1 
D i sagree 
Strongly 
astrology 
1 
Disagree 
Strongly 
the crowd than to be 
2 1 
Disagree D i sagree 
S trongly � 'l 
/ 
1 1 9  
1 5 . When a lmost everyone agrees on someth ing , there is 
l ittle reason to oppose it . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly · 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Di sagree 
1 
Di sagree 
Strongly 
1 6 . Adherence to convention ( fo l l owing the accepted way 
o f  do ing th ings ) produces the best kind o f  c i t i z en . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Di sagree 
1 
Disagree 
Strongly 
17 . To be succe s s ful , a group ' s  members must a ct and 
think al ike . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Disagree 
1 
D i sagree 
Strongly 
1 8 . I t  is  important for friends to have s im i l a r  
opin ions . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Disagree 
1 
D i sagree 
Strongly 
19 . I t  is more important to be loyal and conform to our 
own group than to try to cooperate with other 
groups . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undec ided 
2 
Disagree 
1 
D i s agree 
Strongly 
J 
12 0 
2 0 . We should alter our needs to fit soc iety ' s  demands 
rather than change society to fit our needs . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undec ided 
2 
Disagree 
1 
Disagree 
Strongly 
2 1 . A good group member should agree with other members . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undec ided 
2 
Disagree 
1 
Disagree 
Strongly 
2 2 . I t  i s  best not to express your views when in  the 
company o f  friends who disagree w ith you . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Di sagree 
1 
D i sagree 
· strongly 
2 3 . Be fore a person does someth ing , hej she should try to 
cons ider how hisjher _friends wi l l  react to  it . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Disagree 
1 
D i s agree 
Strongly 
2 4 . To become a succes s these days , a person has to act 
in the way that others expect him/her to  act . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Disagree 
1 
Disagree 
Strongly 
2 5 . A group cannot expect to ma inta in its ident ity 
unl es s  its members all  think and feel in  very much 
the same way . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undec ided 
2 
Disagree 
1 
Disagree 
Strongly 
12 1 
2 6 . It  i s  one ' s  duty to con form to the pass ing demands 
o f  the world and to suppress those personal desires 
that do not f it these demands . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undec ided 
2 
Disagree 
1 
D i sagree 
Strongly 
2 7 . A person should adapt hisjher ideas and behavior to 
the group that happens to be with h im/her at the 
t ime . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Di sagree 
1 
Disagree 
Strongly 
2 8 . It is  extremely uncomfortabl e  to go acc idental ly to 
a formal party in street clothes . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undec ided 
2 
Di sagree 
1 
Di sagree 
Strongly 
2 9 . To get a long wel l  in a group , you have to  fol l ow the 
l ead o f  others . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Disagree 
1 
D i s agree 
Strongly 
Quest ions 3 0 -4 6 rel ate to your feel ings regarding 
American Indians . Pl ease mark with an X how much you agree 
or disagree with each statement about American I ndians . 
3 0 . Are honest . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Di sagree 
1 
D isagree 
Strongly 
1 2 2  
3 1 .  Tend to improve any group with wh ich they come in 
contact . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undec ided 
2 
Di sagree 
1 
D isagree 
Strongly 
3 2 . I cons ider it a privilege to associate with th is  
group . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Disagree 
3 3 . Are on a level with my own group . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
3 4 . Are rel ig iously incl ined . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
3 5 . Are cons iderate of others . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Disagree 
2 
Di sagree 
2 
Disagree 
3 6 . Can be resource ful when necessary . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undec ided 
2 
Disagree 
1 
D i s agree 
Strongly 
1 
D i s agree 
Strongly 
1 
Disagree 
Strongly 
1 
D i sagree 
S trongly 
1 
Disagree 
S trongly 
3 7 . Should be regarded as any other group . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Di sagree 
12 3 
1 
Di sagree 
Strongly 
3 8 . Are equal in intel l igence to the ave rage person . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Di sagree 
1 
D isagree 
strongly 
3 9 . I have no particular love or hatred for thi s  group . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Disagree 
1 
Di sagree 
Strongly 
4 0 . Are o f  gregarious ( l ike to be with others ) s oc i a l  
nature . 
5 
Agree· 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Disagree 
1 
D isagree 
Strongly 
4 1 .  I suppos e  these people are a l l  right , but I ' ve never 
l iked them . 
5 
Agree 
strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undec ided 
2 
Disagree 
4 2 . Have a tendency toward insubordinat i on . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undec ided 
2 
Disagree 
1 
Di sagree 
Strongly 
1 
Disagree 
strongly 
4 3 . Are envious of  others . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
4 4 . Are discourteous . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undec ided 
3 
Undec ided 
4 5 . Are slow and unimaginat ive . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undec ided 
2 
Di sagree 
2 
Disagree 
2 
Di sagree 
1 2 4  
1 
D i s agree 
S trongly 
1 
Disagree 
Strongly 
1 
D isagree 
Strongly 
4 6 . Are the most despicable peop l e  in the worl d . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undec ided 
2 
Disagree 
1 
D isagree 
S trongly 
Cons ider tho se same statements about Amer ican 
Indians . How much do you bel ieve that peopl e i n  your home 
community would agree or disagree with thes e  statements 
about American Indians ? 
4 7 . Are honest . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Disagree 
1 
D isagree 
Strongly 
4 8 . Tend to improve any group with whi ch they come in 
contact . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Disagree 
1 
D i sagree 
Strongly 
12 5 
4 9 . Most peop l e  in my home community woul d  cons ider it a 
privi l ege to as sociate with this  group . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Disagree 
5 0 . Are on a l evel with my own group . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
5 1 . Are rel igiously incl ined . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
5 2 . Are cons iderate o f  others . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Disagree 
2 
Disagree 
2 
Di sagree 
5 3 . Can be resourceful when necessary . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Disagree 
54 . Should be regarded as any other group . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Disagree 
1 
Disagree 
Strongly 
1 
Disagree 
Strongly 
1 
D isagree 
Strongly 
1 
D i s agree 
Strongly 
1 
D isagree 
Strongly 
1 
Disagree 
Strongly 
12 6 
5 5 . Are equal in intel l igence to the average person . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Di sagree 
1 
· Disagree 
strongly 
5 6 . Most peop l e  in my home commun ity have no particular 
l ove or hatred for th is group . 
5 
Agree 
Strong ly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undec ided 
2 
Disagree 
1 
Di sagree 
Strongly 
5 7 . Are o f  gregarious ( l ike to be with others ) social 
nature . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Disagree 
1 
Disagree 
Strongly 
5 8 . Most peop l e . ·in my home community suppose these 
peop l e  are al l right , but have never l iked them . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Disagree 
5 9 . Have a tendency toward insubordination . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undec ided 
6 0 . Are envious of others . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Disagree 
2 
Disagree 
1 
D isagree 
Strongly 
1 
D isagree 
Strongly 
1 
Di sagree 
Strongly 
6 1 . Are discourteous . 
5 
Agree 
Strongly 
4 
Agree 
3 
Undec ided 
6 2 . Are s l ow and unimag inat ive . 
5 4 3 
Agree Agree Undecided 
Strongly 
2 
Disagree 
2 
Di sagree 
1 2 7  
1 
· Disagree 
S trongly 
1 
Disagree 
Strongly 
6 3 . Are the most despicable people in the world . 
5 4 3 2 1 
Agree Agree Undec ided Disagree Di sagree 
Strongly S trongly 
Black H i l l s  State Col l ege offers a number o f  opportun ities 
for students to participate in Indian rel ated events . 
Please indicate how ·l ikely it is you wil l  attend the 
fol l owing events in the corning ( or this ) school year . 
6 4 . Attend the annual Indian club pow-wow . 
5 
Very 
Likely 
4 
Like ly 
3 
Undec ided 
2 
Not 
Likely 
1 
Very 
Unl ikely 
6 5 . Attend scheduled seminars on Indian culture . 
5 
Very 
Likely 
4 
Likely 
3 
Undec ided 
2 
Not 
Likely 
6 6 . Enro l l  in a class on Indian culture . 
5 
Very 
Likely 
4 
Like ly 
3 
Undec ided 
2 
Not 
Li-kely 
1 
Very 
Unl ike ly 
1 
Very 
Unl ikely 
1 2 8  
6 7 . Attend a speaker ta lking about Ind ian-wh ite 
re lations . 
5 
Very 
Likely 
4 
Like ly 
3 
Undec ided 
2 
Not 
Likely 
1 
Very 
Unl ikely • 
· Please indicate the degree to wh ich you would be w i l l ing to 
engage in the fol l owing . 
6 8 . Eat with an I ndian . 
5 
Very 
Wi l l ing 
4 
Wi l l ing 
3 
Undecided 
6 9 . Take a trip with an Indian . 
5 
Very 
Wil l ing 
4 
Wi l l ing 
3 
Undecided 
2 
Not 
Wi l l ing 
2 
Not 
Wi l l ing 
1 
Very 
Unwill ing 
1 
Very 
Unwill ing 
7 0 . Introduce an I ndian to a relative on a bl ind date . 
5 
Very 
Wi l l ing 
4 
Wil l ing 
3 
Undec ided 
2 
Not 
Wi l l ing 
1 
Very 
Unwill ing 
12 9 
APPENDIX C 
1 3 0  
Prej udice Scale Responses 
Scale I tems Agree Undec ided Disagree 
1 .  Are honest . 
2 .  Tend to improve any group 
with which they came in 
contact . 
2 9  
( 3 6 . 7 % )  
7 
( 8 . 9 % )  
3 .  I consider it a privilege to 2 3  
assoc iate w ith this group . ( 2 9 . 1 % )  
4 . Are on a level with my own 
group . 
5 .  Are rel igious ly incl ined . 
6 .  Are cons iderate o f  others . 
7 .  Can be resourcaful when 
neces sary . 
8 .  Should be regarded as any 
other group . 
9 .  Are equal in intel l igence 
to the average person . 
10 . I have no particular love 
or hatred for this  group . 
1 1 . Are o f  a grega rious ( l ike 
to be with others ) social 
nature . 
1 2 . I suppose the s e  peop l e  are 
a l l  right , but I ' ve never 
I ' ve never l iked them . 
1 3 . Have a tendancy toward 
insubord inate . 
3 9  
( 4 9 . 4 % ) 
2 7  
( 3 4 . 2 % )  
2 9  
( 3 6 . 7 % )  
54  
( 6 8 . 4 % )  
6 1  
( 7 7 . 2 % )  
5 2  
( 6 5 . 8 % )  
4 9  
( 6 2 . 0% )  
3 4  
( 4 3 . 0 % )  
15  
( 1 9 . 0 % )  
19 
( 2 4 . 1 % )  
3 1  
( 3 9 . 2 % )  
3 0  
( 3 8 . 0 % )  
2 9 · 
( 3 6 . 7 % )  
1 8  
( 2 2 . 8 % ) 
3 4  
( 4 3 . 0 % )  
2 4  
( 3 0 . 4 % )  
1 4 
( 1 7 . 7 % ) 
8 
( 1 0 . 1% ) 
1 2  
( 15 . 2 % ) 
1 0  
( 1 2 . 7 % )  
3 0  
( 3 8 . 0 % )  
9 
( 1 1 . 4 % ) 
4 4  
( 5 5 . 7 % ) 
19 
( 2 4 . 1% )  
4 0  
( 5 0 . 6 % )  
2 5  
( 3 1 . 6 % )  
2 0  
( 2 5 . 3 % )  
1 6  
( 2 0 . 3 % )  
2 3  
( 2 9 . 1 % )  
9 
( 1 1 . 4 % )  
8 
( 1 0 . 1% ) 
1 3  
( 1 6 . 5 % ) 
2 0  
( 2 5 . 3 % )  
1 5  
( 1 9 . 0 % )  
5 5  
( 6 9 . 6 % )  
1 6  
( 2 0 . 3 % )  
1 3 1  
Sca l e  Items Agree Undec ided Disagree 
14 . Are env ious o f  others . 2 1  3 1  2 7  
( 2 6 . 6 % )  ( 3 9 . 2 % )  ( 3 4 . 2 % )  
15 . Are discourteous . 15  2 5  3 8  
( 19 . 0 % ) ( 3 1 . 6 % )  ( 4 8 . 1% )  
1 6 . Are s l ow and un imaginat ive . 6 2 1  5 2  
( 7 . 6 % )  ( 2 6 . 6 % ) ( 6 5 . 8 % )  
17 . Are the most desp icable 4 1 3  6 2  
people in the world . ( 5 . 1% ) ( 1 6 . 5 % ) ( 7 8 . 5 % )  
1 3 2  
Authoritarianism Sca l e  Response s  
Authoritarian " F "  Sca l e  Items Agree Undec ided Di sagree 
1 .  Nowadays when so many 
d i f ferent kinds of people 
move around and mix toget­
her so much , a person has 
to be espec ia l ly careful  
not to catch an  infection 
or disea se from them . 
2 .  There is  hardly anyth ing 
l ower than a person who 
does not fee l a great l ove 
and respect for his 
parents . 
3 .  People can be put into 
two dist inct classes : the 
weak and the strong . 
3 4  
( 4 3 . 0 % ) 
5 0  
( 6 3 . 3 % ) 
14 
( 17 . 7 % )  
4 .  Most o f  our s ocial  probl ems 2 2  
would b e  so lved i f  we could ( 2 7 . 8 % ) 
somehow get r id o f  the 
immoral ,  crooked , and feeble­
minded peop l e . 
5 .  The most important thing a 5 5  
chi l d  should learn i s  obed- ( 6 9 . 6 % )  
ience to hisjher parents . 
6 .  Every person should have 17  
7 . 
8 .  
faith in some supernatural ( 2 1 . 5 % ) 
power whose dec i s i ons he/ she 
obeys without question . 
When a person has a problem 
or worry , it is  best for 
him/her to th ink about it , 
but to keep busy with more 
cheerful things . 
Nowadays more and more 
peop l e  are pry ing into 
matters that should rema in 
private and personal . 
5 1  
( 6 4 . 6 % ) 
54  
( 6 8 . 4 % )  
1 7  
( 2 1 . 5 % ) 
1 5  
( 1 9 . 0 % ) 
1 2  
( 15 . 2 % )  
1 8  
( 2 2 . 8 % )  
1 0  
( 1 2 . 7 % ) 
2 2  
( 2 7 . 8 % )  
1 1  
( 1 3 . 9 % )  
1 4  
( 1 7 . 7 % )  
2 7  
( 3 4 . 2 % ) 
14 
( 17 . 0 % )  
5 3  
( 6 7 . 1 % ) 
3 9  
( 4 9 . 9 % ) 
14  
( 17 . 7 % )  
4 0  
( 5 0 . 6% ) 
1 7  
( 2 1 . 5 % )  
1 1  
( 1 3 . 9 % )  
1 3 3  
Authoritarian " F " Scale Items Agree Undec ided Disagree 
9 .  I f  peop l �  would talk less 
and work more , everybody 
would be better off . 
1 0 . An insult to our honor 
should always be 
punished . 
2 7  
( 3 4 . 2 % ) 
9 
( 1 1 . 4 % ) 
1 1 . No sane , norma l person 4 3  
would ever think o f  hurt ing ( 5 4 . 5 % )  
a close friend or relative . 
12 . S c i ence has its pl ace , but 4 7  
there are many important ( 5 9 . 5 % )  
things that can never possi-
b ly be understood by the 
human mind . 
13 . Some day it w i l l  probably 3 8  
be shown that astrol ogy can ( 4 8 . 1 % )  
exp l a in a l ot o f  things . 
1 3  
( 1 6 . 5 % )  
2 7  
( 3 4 . 2 % )  
1 3  
( 1 6 . 5 % ) 
1 0  
{ 12 . 7 % ) 
3 0  
{ 3 8 . 0 % )  
3 9 
( 4 9 . 4 % )  
4 3  
( 5 4 . 4 % ) 
2 3 
( 2 9 . 1 % )  
2 2  
( 2 7 . 8 % )  
1 1  
{ 1 3 . 9 % ) 
1 3 4 
Norm Prej ud ice Sca le Responses 
Scale .Items 
1 .  Are honest . 
2 .  Tend to improve any group 
with wh ichthey come in 
contact . 
3 .  Most people in my home 
communitywould cons ider 
it a priv i l ege to 
associate with this  group . 
4 .  Are on a l evel with my 
own group . 
5 .  Are rel igiously incl ined . 
6 .  Are cons iderate of  others . 
7 .  Can be re sourceful when 
neces sary . 
8 .  Should be regarded as any 
other group . 
9 .  Are equal in intel l igence 
to the average person . 
1 0 . Most people in my home 
commun ity have no 
particu l ar l ove or 
hatred for this  group . 
1 1 . Are o f  a gregarious ( l ike 
to be with others ) soc ial 
nature . 
1 2 . Most peop l e  in my home 
community suppose these 
peop l e  are all  right are 
a l l  right , but I ' ve never 
l iked them . 
Agree Undec ided Disagree 
1 6  
( 2 0 . 3 % )  
7 
( 8 . 9 % )  
9 
( 1 1 . 4 % )  
2 2  
( 2 7 . 8 % )  
2 8  
( 3 5 . 4 % )  
1 8  
( 2 2 . 8 % )  
4 3  
( 5 4 . 4 % )  
3 8  
( 4 8 . 1% )  
3 3  
( 4 1 . 8 % )  
2 9  
( 3 6 .  7 % )  
2 3  
( 2 9  . 1 % )  
3 1  
{ 3 9 . 2 % )  
1 7  
( 2 1 . 5 % )  
1 9  
{ 2 4 . 1 % )  
1 8  
{ 2 2 . 8 % )  
1 6  
( 2 0 . 3 % )  
2 9  
( 3 6 . 7 % )  
1 8  
{ 2 2 . 8 % )  
1 6  
( 2 0 . 3 % )  
2 0  
( 2 5 . 3 % )  
1 4  
( 17 . 7 % )  
1 7  
( 2 1 . 5 % ) 
3 4  
( 4 3 . 0 % )  
1 8  
( 2 2 . 8 % )  
4 5  
( 57 . 0 % )  
5 3 
( 6 7 . 1 % )  
5 2  
( 6 5 . 8 % )  
4 1  
( 5 1 . 9 % )  
2 2  
( 2 7 . 8 % )  
4 3  
( 5 4 . 4 % )  
2 0  
( 2 5 . 3 % )  
2 1  
( 2 6 . 6% ) 
3 2  
( 4 0 . 5 % )  
3 3  
( 4 1 . 8 % )  
2 2  
{ 2 7 . 8 % )  
3 0  
( 3 8 . 0 % )  
1 3 5  
Sca l e  I tems Agree Undec ided D isagree 
1 3 . Have a te:ndancy toward 2 8  4 5  6 
insubordinate . ( 3 5 . 4 % )  ( 57 . 0 % ) ( 7 . 6% )  
1 4 . Are envious of others . 2 5  3 0  2 4  
( 3 1 . 6 % )  ( 3 8 . 0 % )  ( 3 0 . 4 % ) 
I 
1 5 . Are discourteous . 3 7  1 8  2 4  
( 4 6 . 8 % ) ( 2 2 . 8 % )  ( 3 0 . 4 % )  
1 6 . Are s l ow and 2 3  2 4  3 2  
unimagi nat ive . ( 2 9 . 1 % )  ( 3 0 . 4 % )  ( 4 0 . 5 % )  
17 . Are the most despicable 15  2 1  4 3  
peopl e  in the world . ( 19 . 0 % ) ( 2 6 . 6 % )  ( 5 4 . 4 % ) 
13 6 
Discrimination Scale Items 
Scale Items Likely Undec ided Unl ikely 
1 .  Attend the a nnua l I ndian 8 2 1  4 9  
C lub pow-wow . ( 1 0 . 1 % ) ( 2 6 . 6 % ) ( 6 2 . 0 % )  
2 .  Attend schedul ed 1 0  2 3  4 6  
seminars on I ndian ( 12 . 7 % ) ( 2 9 . 1 % )  ( 5 8 . 2 % )  
culture . 
3 .  Enro l l  in a c l ass on 19  2 2  3 8  
I ndian culture . · ( 2 4 . 1 % ) ( 2 7 . 8 % )  ( 4 8 . 1% ) 
4 .  Attend a speaker talking 2 8  2 0  3 1  
about I nd ian-wh ite ( 3 5 . 4 % )  ( 2 5 . 3 % )  ( 3 9 . 2 % )  
rel at ions . 
13 7 
Int imacy Scale Items 
Sca l e  Items Li kely Undecided Unl ikely 
1 .  Eat with an Indian 6 3  8 8 
( 7 9 . 7 % )  ( 1 0 . 1 % )  ( 1 0 . 1 % )  
2 .  Take a trip with an 4 6  1 7  1 6  
Indian . (" 5 8 . 2 % )  ( 2 1 . 5 % ) ( 2 0 . 3 % )  
3 . Introduce an I ndian to 3 4  2 0  2 5  
a rel at iveon a bl ind date . (4 3 . 0 % )  ( 2 5 . 3 % ) ( 3 1 . 6% ) 
1 3 8  
Norm Prej ud ice by Geograph ical Locat ion 
N X sd 
Enti re Population 7 9  2 . 8 9 • 6 1"6 
Reservat ion Count ies 9 . 2 .  9 3  . 8 5 4  
·contiguous Count ies 4 1  2 . 7 5 . 54 5  
Other In-State Count ies 11 2 . 8 0 . 6 0 7  
out o f  S'tate 18 3 . 1 3 . 6 1 2  
Analys is  of  Var iance for Authoritarianism and Geography 
sum of  Mean 2 
S ource sguares df sguares F p Eta 
Between Groups 1 . 8 1 7 3 . 6 0 5  1 . 6 3 . 18 8  
Within Groups 2 7 . 7 9 9  7 5  . 3 7 0  . 0 6 1  
